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Canyenville, OR

Wednesday, December 10, 2014
ne sbove-sntitled matter came on for kechnical
confersnce, pursuant Lo notlce, al 6:00 p.m., Paul Friedman,

Lhe moderator.
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Anyway, that's about it for me. I don't n

a whole Lot of

three minutes to say thank you and it'll ma

PM5-1

meney for everybody and get the community to work. Thank
yeu.

MR. FRIEDMAN: I'm gaing to call several speakers
in & and wa'll just lina up, ok r hext is Dernis

er Dennis is Rich 1 Tawnsend, then Gil Freela

ron Parker, and just line up in the niddle, one
behind the other so that we can move

MR, COPLIN: Good evening. My name is

lin, D=-e-n-n [ am the

Political aznd Tegislat for UA 290, Plumb
Stesmfitters. T work on bringing projscts in, working on
projects like this. Jified instructor. I teach
our apprentices and our Journeym

2nd with that being =aid, there are a lot of
people in thi a that need work, and they Jjust can't find
it. We have members in cur unien that have te travel to
Portland and other places within our jurisdiction just to be
able tc find work. This job will provide visble training

PMS-2

that have no training in the industry, bringing

a standard. Somsbody had menticned why don'L we

just hire people and put them £ there to bulld trl

project?

PM5-1
PM5-2

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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MR, CCPLIN: Excuse me. Dennis Coplin again.

On a different subject, some rought up cn

yesterday night's meeting regarding the safety on pipeline

Pipeline is the highest safety standard knewn to man as far

as m

ng a mass guantity of either a petroleum product or

or chemical. It is the safest of doing it.

People talk akout terrarists attacking it, things

> to dig == and

going cut there and digging it

law, you're reguired to dial

B-1-1 and ask permissicn, even on your own property te dig a

hole. 8o, go arcund d ng up these pipelines, if

doing it, veu hav

understand this is & safe means of tranaportation of the

projeckt. It is going te be run through preperty, and I

weuld like to say when you end up running this through

property, we will bulld it saf We will build it clean

We will work with you. And many times the preoperty is in

better conditien after we left than it was be got
We work with you
Now, eminent domain, v it an issue. Ne
public project known Lo man in Lhe United States would bs

built without s . domain.  Some pr

are owned by more than 30 people. Try to get 30 people to

all agree to one thing, pretty hard to do. But when it's

PM5-3

PMS-4

PMS-5

PM5-6

PM5

Continued, page 22 of 115

PM5-3
PM5-4
PM5-5
PM5-6

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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done, we ask that FERC, awners of these

with the to make an eguitakle and

with those prop v owners., We want to see them pro

We don't want to see them suffer, but a fact is fact. Some

form of eminent domain will be used on this

peline

somewhere along

It just is a fact. You wouldn't have

any road. You wouldn any railro wouldn't

uldn't ha

any infrastructure in

> form of eminent demain.

MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank

is Gil Free

MR. FREELAMD: Hi. My name is Gi1

G-i-1, F-r-e-e-l-a-n-d, and T'm 5 33 member of
Plumbers and Steamfitters 290,

like to talk a Llittle kit about our salety as

well, and the things we do to follow the rules. TWe have

five different training gchools throughout

Jurisdiction

in the State of Dregon. We traln our pecple the highest
standards in the United States.

T would like to say a few things about pipelines.

Pipelines in Lhe State of Ora 00

one transfer about 20,0

miles cf natural gas, cll, Jeb fuel, znd very, ve galely.

And witheut all of these pipelines, our te would not too

well. We need ta hax s type of thing to grow and to

PM5

Continued, page 23 of 115

PM5-7
PM5-8

PM5-6
Cont.

PM5-7

PM5-G

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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1 keep our ate omy on the mend and on the upswing. PM5-8
Cont.
2 Thank vou very much.
3 MR, FRIEDMAMN: Thank for your comment. I'm
4 going to read a bunch of names here, Aaron Parker ls next,
a then Art C Carter Rose, and Ricky Iboa.
6 MR. PARKER: My name i3 Baron Parker, A-a-r-o-n,
7 I'm a third term mfitter apprentice,
B Duathlen, Or I just want @ ank you
9 ® : coming, and I am very lucky > be a part of
10 this trade. It is my livelihoed. I plan en -- I have
11 gecals, yeu know. 1 want to have a family, and I feel like
Iz this pipeline is some [ can be proud of and 1 show PR,
13 my family my future.
14 You know, T did -- it'l]l be a really cool feeling
—-=- sorry -- a little bit nervous. Thank you all for your
Lime.
L% MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank for your comments. Next
18 is
19 MR, CADY: Hi. My name is Art Cady,
20 first name Art, A-r-t. 1 ent Plumbers and
21 Steamfitters Tozal 230 ir of ¢ dan Cove and the ERE
22 pipeline prajechts.
23 I'd like Lo address scme [ears and mlsconceptlons
24 regarding construction and 1 cticn. Coats for pipeline PMS-11
28 —- power piping and processed piping are very explicit.

PM5

Continued, page 24 of 115

PM5-9
PM5-10
PM5-11

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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1 ;7 strict and set a very h 1 standard, but a

2 minimum standard. Unicn work always exceeds the minimum

3 andards, which are already 1igh.

4 To those of yeu that are concerned about welds.

a I heard a speaker last night say they put less weld in the

& es3 populated areas. That's not true. It's absolutely not
7 true. It's not possible. Wald

B Pipeline w 100 percent

[}

pipeline as small as an arch strike en a pi

10 The remove the section of pipe and repla

11 And please be assured that we

Tig f craftsmen in the world.

13 I've been a U craftsman for 40 years. I've besn
14 a weld pector for over —- well, a little aver 17 years.

T've worked in Zurope. T've w

in South America. I've

in Australia. And I've never sen finer welders and

17 finer craftsmen than

ve have cight here. I can gusrantee

18 you -- L'

like to put your fears to rest that 1f this

I3 project goes through, and I hope it « s that 1t will ke

20  exceeding the cod Thank you very much.

2 MR. FRIEDMAM: Thank you for your comments. Next
22 ig Carter Rase.

23 MR. ROSE: 1I'd like Lo address, generally, the

24 regul

¥ proc

I'm aware that most of the prejects

25 that come before FE

C are approved, over 90 percent. I may

PM5 Continued, page 25 of 115

PM5-12 Comment noted.
oy PM5-13 Comment noted.

PM5-12

PM5-13
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be wrong on that, but I was just given informatien about PM5-13
Cont
that from t imagine know.
Therg was a very famous book written in --
published in the 1930s by Walter Cannon called The Wisdom of
2And in that beook a noted -- he being a
physiologist at Harvard University talks about the exfremely
complex regulat processes that go on in each of our
beodies to make it possibkble £ us to do, in part, what we're
deing ¢ t now, listening to cne ancther and speaking to
one ancther.
And then Loren Eigeley in t le Pyramid
i n und 18 == inds us that
no such eloguent and complex tem exists
ially, but here we are. We're trying toc do it right
here, and I'm Lrying = yeu informabticn aboul —-
feedpback Inlormallon in a regulalory tem.
I have profesgsional background in what I'm
talking zbout as an ectrical engineer. We electrical
engineers, are very concerned about safety of systems. T
pipeline is a linear thing. It is being fed by the fracking PM5-14

processss, and there are a lot of 1

ly-trained ¢

cking awsy from bthe legal wrangling thabt is

on around Lracking. And Lhen Gary Snyder, Lhe peel, reminds

ral decades that it is unethical, es ially from

a scientific, scclogical point of view to be transferring

PM5-14

Comment noted.
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PM5-15 Comment noted.

water from one water:

d to ancther. I would add to

2 that, as a

ollarv, 1t is unethical to be transporting PM5-15

3 energy out of where it tracted from into other places
4 where it's needed.
5 Now, you o that, and ves,

6 it would reguire a lot of lifestyle changes, but it

7 certain would be abiding by the life rules that the Earth
B itself, living orgasm, lives by. I als jant te
9 that there 1s a last chapter, I kelieve 15, in the Po

10 Elite, a bogk by C. Wright Mills, and

11 MR, FRIEDMAN: Ro I ask that ug

2 now.

&g MR. ROSE: Yes.

14 MR. FRIEDMAN: And you may send the FERC
wrlilkten comme Lhank you Loz

albd MR. ROSE: I will wrap up. ZPlease glve me an

18 opportunity to wrap up.

19 In that chapter, the higher immerality, C. Wright

>0 Mills details the problems with higher corporate leadership

21 and government leadership to ¢e the right thing morally and

22

23 MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank for your comments.

24 Ricky Ibea, Chrls Rusch, Jzy Hamlin, and Wade

28 Meyrick, and pleasge line up behind the microphone so that w

W-2028 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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n go quickl

2 stick te the three-minute rule sc that we all

And I would like to urge everyone to p

get egual

3 treatment. And 1f you e long, complex comments please

4 send them to the FERC either electronically or in writing.

a MR, IBCA: Hello. My name is Rick Iboa, I-b-o0-a,
6 and I'm the representative for Local 701, operating

7 Engineers.

B annector Pipeline v ¥ an average
9 for two years, with a peak of 1,400. The

10 rkforce that will build this line are the same people that
11 build your road works, your sewer lines, public bulldings,

2 and school.

8 ['ve heard at all the meetings this wesk that

14  safety is a We're professionsls

bulld vour hat we send our kide

some re e gh te build
L% of z sudden, we are a dangerous workfecrce.

18 natural gas, oil,

I3 transported through more than 20,000 miles of

snough to

ALl

1 jet fuel are

>0  pipeline across the State of Oregon. Without this network
21 huilding, our members and econemy will be in big trouble.

22 Thi ity iz proven and safe. This terminal paves 2 way
23 for an average of $25 milllon per year into Laxes in C

24 County, that the pipeline will page an average of 3 millien
25 per year in taxes in Coos, Douglas, Jackson, and Xlamath

PM5

Continued, page 28 of 115

PM5-16

PM5-17

PM5-18

PM5-16
PM5-17
PM5-18

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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X counties. That is a tremendous amount of momey for thase

2 counties that have seen the revenue from the timber fall
3 off.

4 This 1s meney that will help provide better

5 schools and more sheriff deputies. AL nearly 98 billiaon,
6 the Jordan Cove and Pacifioc Connector will be the single
T largest private investment in the history of Oregon. As
B guch, this project will create thousands of well-paying,
9 unicn construction joks with great khenefits. Thank you.
10 MR, FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.
11 Next Chris Rugch.

hiiz} M%, RUSCH: Good evening. 'm Chris Rusch,
13 ‘-h-r-i-s, R-u-s-c-h. I'm hare presenting South Umpgua

15 Lhe rest

16 Lhe forest and the salmon.

17 So, we are not In favor of authorizing the

18 Pacific Ceonnector gas pipeline for the following reascns.
I3 1t does net comply with the intent of the Nerthwest Forest
>0 Plan to protect our natural resources. It does not comply

21 with the Clean Water Act, as it will excesd sediment loads
22 and waber Lemperaturs sllowancss.
23 The DEIS does nol adeqgualbely address salely

24 issues. There's evidence that rural areas have weaker

25 pipeline safety standards, i.e., fewer welds are inspected,

lis are an organization dedicated to

r Seubth Umpgua and Lthe salmon —-

PM5

Continued, page 29 of 115

PM5-18

PM5-19

PM5-20

PM5-19

PM5-20

The Project must comply with all laws or it will not be approved.
See section 4.4 for water quality. Compliance with the Northwest
Forest Plan is assessed in applicable sections of chapter 4,
particularly in section 4.1.

Safety is addressed in section 4.13. Also see the response to IND1-
7.
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thirner materials are allowed, and no inherent inspections

are required on the pi > once it is in the ground.

Emergency gservices res

ponse Lime may notl be adequate to

ct rural areas.

This pipeline will take people's land against

their will and will not ve fair compensation.

eline built

for resource export is not a

wergy, security, and must not be

built using eminent demain for property acguisition. This
viglates the basic requirements of eminent domain.

The issue of temporary, extra work areas must be

addressed with specific areas and land type identified. The
FT8 should state how many exbtra acres will need to be
clear-cut for staging and work areas. We beliave
mitigations are lnadequate. Thers is ne backup plan for

fziled reforsstallon elfcrls, long-Lerm noxlious weed
management, or management for riparlan buffer. Mitigations
are inadeguate for raw plant and animal species, especially
those protected under the survey management reguirements
under the Northwest Forest Plan.

; the pipelin

influence the spread of wildfire. The applicakicn sheuld

consider the incre

tod [ire szuppressicn cosbs and delays in
fire suppressicn walting for experts to arrive on the scene

to give advice. The emergency response plan in the EIS is

PM5-20

PM5-21

PM5-22

PM5-23

PM3-24

PM5

Continued, page 30 of 115

PM5-21
PM5-22

PM5-23

PM5-24

See the response to IND1-5.

The acres that would be used for extra work areas are disclosed in
several places in chapter 4; for example, see tables 4.1.2.2-2 and
4.6.1.2-2.

The DEIS includes extensive avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures designed to minimize adverse effects. See, for
example, the list of mitigation required by the BLM and Forest
Service in chapter 2. The regulatory agencies, both federal and
state, are expected to require additional mitigation. For example
NMFS and FWS will require mitigation as part of their BO and the
CORE will require mitigation for wetland impacts.

The DEIS addresses impacts the Pacific Connector pipeline may
have on local fire departments in section 4.9.2.6. That section
indicated that Pacific Connector has produced an Emergency
Response Plan, a Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan, and a
Safety and Security Plan. In addition, DOT safety regulations
require the pipeline company to coordinate with local responders.
Pacific Connector would provide appropriate training to local
emergency service providers before putting the pipeline into
service. Safety measures that would minimize risks of fires in
forested lands are discussed in section 4.13.9.1 of the DEIS. Off-
highway vehicle (OHV) controls are discussed in section 4.8.1.2 of
the DEIS. Furthermore, FERC is not proposing this Project, the
applicants are; FERC is a federal regulator of the Project and the
lead NEPA agency.
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nct adequate.
Lastly, the EIS does not address Oregon statewide
land use goals reguiring congservaticn of the care and

capacity of our air and water. Thank you.

MR Thank wou for your comments. Next
is Jay Hamlin, Ray Mej ¢k, Naomi Johnson, and Lennie Ellis.
MR, HAMLIN: My name is Jay Hamlin, H-a-m-l-i-n.

I work for the COperating Engin 701 as a field

representative, but in 2010 I was on the Ruby line and I

Just wanted to tell evervbody what I saw and witnessed on

the Ruky line.

just ~ed to touch on the maintenance

integrity of the pipeline. On the Ruby line, the major

portion of the line was 540 weld, which is just owver a

half-inch thick. Then when 1L comes

Lhickness jumps up Lo 800 weld, which ls Jjust over

three-gquarters of an inch thick.
Ag Ldr a9

maintenance on the line, they send

"pigs" through, and s a computerized plug that

through and it tells how thick the pipe is, how the coating
is on the outside of it, what rocks are sitting on the

outside, how far the rocks are from the outside of the pips.
It can tell you what metzl 1s cutside the plipe and whal kind

of metal it is. 8o, as far as maintenance after the pipe is

in the ground, they «an tell you what's going on inside the

PM5

Continued, page 31 of 115

PM5-25

ot
PM5-26
PM5-27
PM5-27

As shown in table 4.14.3.1, the Project would disturb between 0
and 2 percent of any of the 19 fifth-field watersheds crossed by the
project. On a state-wide basis, the disturbance would be very small.
We do not believe that the level of disturbance, while important at
the local level, would affect carrying capacity at the state level.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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ground right outside the ditch.

2And as far as Williams stating thev're guing toe

bring all of thelr hands to work,

ord tried to do the

same thing with Ruby. They tried bringing imn all their own

aperaters, and we stoed up and saild there's abseolutely no

way. Under our agreement, you can't bring in all of your

workforce from autside t state, and the majorit

work was done by operating engine

Thank for your comments. Next

Wade Meyric W-a-d-g;

M-g-y-r-i-c-%, and I'm a member of 2

anc a
multi-generation Oregonian, and my great grandmother's

grandmother was ¥

n on this side of the trail in Oregor

Eity.

It's heautiful. And a lot of

the things are people being afraid, and that's all right.

One of my anthropology professorg said it's whose ox is
being gored. You know, if it's my ox -- [ mean if it’s your
ox, it's, brother, I'm sorry. That must be rough. TIf it's
my ©x, it's Jesus Christ, my ox is being gored.

And a lot of you guys have eminent domain

guesticns aboul your properly, 1

e aboul salely, you
know, the facility in Cocs Bay. And I would just say that,

you know, I'm an instructor. I teach a lot of these kids.

PM5-27
Cont

PM5

Continued, page 32 of 115
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1 And I was kack in Michigan with all kinds of other
2 tradesmen, bullding trades people from all over the country
3 and we're union trade L znd we push ourselves to alws

4 the best in all the cedes for the ditches that that pipe's

2 geing to lie in, the coating on that ditch, the strength of
& it, the weld; everything. We do aur best. That's why we
T We say -- called regulation. &

B our cauntry mn regulaticn. Well, regulat

9 Regulaticns that try isgasters and

10 makes the thing safe, a tive, as an

11 Oregonian, l'm happy for the jo with the

PM5-28
Iz safety We do our best us uni
&g hands here in 250 and these other brothers, it'll be dore
14 -ight. Tf it's built by some fly-by-nighters, well then,
hepe yeu guys bitch about that and insist it'ts
If ik > emir L domz
albd ngle pipeline that's ever been builf had ople just like
18 you that were concerned about their property and the PM5-29
I3 there. And I'm on your side. I want you te get the mest
0 money you ibly can and the best guarantees for safety
21 vthing that you can. You know, get this stuff built
22 by 1 eople. 290 1s a 2l union. Thess aother locals
23 are local unions. These are kids from all over this be..
24 We have five app tice training centers all over the state.
25 Wnen we do Cocs Bay, we'll open that one back up.

PM5

Continued, page 33 of 115

PM5-28
PM5-29

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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We have to get a bunch of

2 kids inte th My @s are anthropelogy and

3 history, and I'm happy tc ke a union brother. This 1s

4 something [ can do, f proud abkout,

a community. You know it's called -- I'm a

& light. I love you guys. Do my best. And I don't
T have a problem with this. Un stand some of vou da, but
B is being dealt th and get the xal that
9 when you strike for you land and let get an

10 lg Oregon. We're all in this together.

11 Thank you very much.

2 MR, FRIEDMAN: Thank v for your comments. Next
13 we Maomi Johnson, then Lenniz Ellis, then Tou

14 Christian, and Mark Sundstrom.

15 MR, ELLIS: Did you have scmecns elas belfors me?
16 I'm Lennie ELlis.

T MR. FRIEDMAN: Yes, Naomi.

18 MS. JOHNSON: Hello. My name is

I3 I would like te thank the Federal Energy Regulati

lommittee and its esteemed panel members for their due

21 diligence and their patience during the public

22 pariod, 25 well as the Ssven Fealhers gino

Z3 I would 11 ord to reflect I asked that

24 there would not be an extensicon granted for public comment

28 perisd and the Fehruary 13, 2015 deadline stay hecause it's

PM5
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The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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1 been seven ye ess began. I ask that y

2 lze the constructien and operation of the Jordan Co
3 L and the Pagific Cennector p

4 1 am a proud union member of the Laborers Local
a aughter of a veteran, as well as a daughter of a

6 retired Local 3 aperating engineer. It is in the public'a

7 interest to canstruct and op te the Jordan

LNG plant

B and the Pac pipeline. a uni I

9 and gqualif in numercus
10

11 Permanent employment at the Jordan Cove terminal
Iz onnecter pipeline include 146 direct

d by Jordan Cove, which include

iff's Department, fire duties, firefighte

crews, and emergency planners, 404 cther indirect

180 induced Jobs for a tetal of over

albd wage joba in uthwest Oregon. It's cur turn. Ik's our

cf Oregon's

I3 the job secter in southwest Oregon. Approve the Jordan Cove

20 LNG plant and the Pacific Conn © pipeline. Thank vou.

2 MR. FRIEDMAM: Thank you for your comments. Next
22 i le ; dnd after Tennie ws have TLou Christian,

23 Mark Sundstrom, and LE Al Shropshire.

24 MR. ELLIS: My name 1s Lennie Ellis, L-e-n-n-i-g,
25 E-1-1-i-3. I'm the business manager of IEEW, Lacal 459.

PM5
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PMS-20 PM5-32

cont.

PM5-31

PM5-32

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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1 Cur jur ¢tien is scuthern Or the
2 cocunties that you've listed is enc n our

w

9

o

Jurisdi

n. We represent abo a little over

2,000 members, probably around 3,000 lives there. And we

have been talking about this project for over two PM5-33

all of our members are in full support of the project moving

rward. So, thank you.

MR, FRIEDMAN: Thank for your

Christian.

MR, CHEHRISTIAN: Thank you. My nane 1s Lou

Christian, L-o-u, last name is Chrigtian, C-h-r-i-g-t-i-a-n.

1'd like to thank the members

here

tonight for listening to all of the concerns that are

expressed by bath people for and ag Ard T want to

mzake sure thal Lhe process,

Lhouoh we wil

plumbers anc steamlilLc which I am a membser of Chat

unien and Local 2%0. And we do fit directly with jobs

that are created, and we also are memke

s of the community.

We have many menbers that will be affected. lhis

will run through their property, and we want to make sure

PM5-34
Ehat hey get

treated fairly and that all the peopl

jurisdiction -— on the routss of the pipeline do get fair

selbilemsnls and Lhelr propsrsly 1o Lrezled well., We'we

what's happened in the past v

guality and poor

po

construetion techniques were used by a company cut of the

PM5-33
PMb5-34

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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X area that was unfamiliar with cur situation here and
2 very poorly on the 12-inch pipeline at Cea

3 I just w to agssure t people who are
4 if it is approved, that just like
a aur other brothers have sald, this is going to be done to BaRR
6 the highest and safest standards. Thank wou.
7 MR.. Thank for your commer Next
] is Mark Sund
g MR. My name is Mark Sundstrom,
10 M-a-r-k, S-u-n-d-gs-t-r-o-m. There's keen, you know, plenty
11 of talk from the union side of things about safety and
2 v, and you know, the economy and the jo 50 you
&g know, what this -- this is about the enviraomment impact
14  statement, so T'm going to take that direction hare.
We hawe an enviroom in the global economy Lhat

isg in dire nsed. IL's El fall. There's COZ, CO,
albd sulfur, mercury that's being emitted. You know there's
18 pollutants being added to our atmosphere and to our rivers
I3 and to our streams, and we have an opportunity te make a
20 change hers and to make a transition.
21 Tiguefied natural gas and the burning of natural
22 gas rather than the burning of coal will make a substantial
23 difference In Lhe C02 and CO emlissicns, Lhe mercury iln cur PRz
24 streams that falls ause it's carri Lhe
25 trade winds.

PM5-35
PM5-36

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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1 eanfitters, and pipeline in the State of Oregan.
2 And it's really my jok to be their spckesman, but
3 so many of them have got up here and oke so eloguently

4 here tenight that I'm only geing to just make a few of the

a points because they've made most of the points that I was
6 going to make already, and I thank them for it.

7 2ll of aur members really do o hout the

B environment jaks. We believe that v
g ¢an have both. We believe that we can

10 protect our environment if these pro

11 constructed properly. OQur memkers -- it's beern
2 that our members we want the landowns
&g brested fairly and for the envircnment to he protected.
14 The &c cmic boost to southern Oregon and the
PM5-37
ing ax 1 iz in Lhe public inLer Thank you.
MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank for your comment. Mike

L% Cenaway.
18 MR, CONAWAY: Mike Copnaway, M-i-k-e,
I3 C-o=n-a-w- 1 came here tonight te talk about the

>0 integrity of the pipeline and the pipeline is the only thing
21 T'm going to talk about

22 T'm a certified welding inspec an

23 and that's about what I've d For the laskt 20 years. I've
24 welded on pipelirn A & cted cn pipelines now that

28 I've got older, and I will tell wou that the integrity of

PM5
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Comment noted.
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the pipeline will be in tact. s that

These enginee

these pipelines and lay them out knew the stress. They know

PI5-28
how to get £id of the sStress by the way they lay the
pipeline. The pipeline will have mere that ¢
ovsr ik

The welding and inspection these are all
real-time x-ravs that will bz done on the welds. Yau can
tell every minuet part of the ¢an tell if the
weld iz low or whatever. Yc can tell that, and it's

and when it's rejected it's repalred. This is all
dene befeore it's coated and laid in the ground. Se, the
integrity of the pipeline will be of its utmost., The
inspection of the pipe and the manufacturing process is
manufactured under standards that are set 15
years sge and always b up.

You'll have a bar cede on every plece ol pipe.
You'll know the heat number. You'll know ew detail about
that pipe. You'll tell how many plece of iron was put into
the pot that made the plate, that made the roll, and the
seam on the pipe will be x-rayed, and any flaws in that it
is cut, sent back to the smelter, melted down again. &o,
Lhe qua the material geing inte the pip e i he

There's no flaw te 1.
2And I can tell you that when they lay that
PMS5-38

pipeline and it's down to Coas Bay the people that they

PM5-38
PM5-39

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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crass the land they will cr that land,

v'1ll put that

land b together again. They'"ll take all the topsoil off
PM5-39
to cne and put all the lower material back i the
ditch, put the topseil back on and make it a park. And the
Ferest Service and those people will make sure you get the
right kind of grass growing on top of the scar that they've
left. in about less than a that 'a
like a in there.

And so == and I've laid too many miles of
pipeline teo not know what I'm talking akeut. You have any
problem with it go up to the Portland area, go talk to
farmers up there that w growing trees and how we left
their property. Thank you.

MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment.
Willie My=rs.

MR RS: Geod My name is Willie
Myers. I'm the executlve secretary treasurer of the
Coclumbia Pacific Building Construction Trades Council
repr ed working
craftswen and women in the Morthws + in the world.

This project will help stop —- excuse me —- will
help us recover from one of the worst rec ions our country PM5-40

geen., The constructlon indusbry saw unsmployvment

rates cf higher than 50 percent in of the crafts in the

building trades that Columbia Pacifiec Bui

ng Trades

PM5-40

Comment noted.
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Susan Evans, E-v-a=n-s.

Fdrstly, I

am in full agr nt with the comments and ceoncerns already

expressed by Chris Ruscrh

comment extension to review the cover 5,000-page DELS
document.

Just a few other points, 90 percent af the 300
affected private landowners have said no to the use of their
land for this pipeline. The Canadian company, Veresen, a
private company -- is a private company.

FERC's rural, Class 1 standards will save meney

for this private company while subjecting any and all

families, visi 5, and area tourists te high risks and low

safeby orecaub’c Tt is therefore wital that the safety

standards must bhe made equal for rural and urban areas.

of the sznd dune:

Another point, Lhe ianstability
on which the LNG terminal would be bullt 1s long overdue [or
an earthquake and Tsunami, and has been expressed by 08U
geologist. Ancther point, I just certainly agree that the
JEIS is not dealing adequately, if at all, with wildfire
GONGerns.

MR. FRIEDMAM: Thank you for your comment. Now,

T de want to make a point of clarification. Thers seems to

ke some more mlsconcepbiens oub there. The saleby standards

you just menticned in terms of classes along a pipeline are

not issued by the Federal Energy Regqulatory Cemmissian.

PM5

Continued, page 43 of 115

PM5-41

PM5-42

PM5-43

PM5-44

PM5-45

PM5-41

PM5-42
PM5-43
PM5-44

PM5-45

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

See the response to IND1-5.
See the response to IND1-7.

Seismic effects are discussed in section 4.2.2.2 of the EIS. Also
see response to IND1-4 and PM3-46.

Wildlife are addressed in detail in sections 4.6 and 4.7.
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rned about miti

ation at least in

agssisting local fire departments and

4 districta. And som re into the future -- I don't want to

5 be when I'm 77 in 10 years or 87, I don't want to be

6 stamping out fires like keyond Michael Flatly of Lord af the

% Dance, which I put him to shame, running faster than Ichiro

B with an inside the park homerun. I don't want to have to do
9 that again.

10 Now, I'm net really paraneid. I'm just cautious,
11 anxious, with a little bit smoke phobia anxietys; but I would
12 se

13  scenario. don't really think it's going to happen, but

14 if. 8o, T would alsa liks to see an extension.

15 I read PDF documsnts z11 the bLime, and

16 neurophysiology and melecular kieclogy, but I find It hard to
17 navigate the 35,000 pages and the different -- 1llke vou say,

18 the three different segments of it. 8o, that's about all I

12 have toc say. [ thank you for your time.
] MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment.
21 Rohert Camarilla.

22 MR \RILLO: TItk's Robert Camarillo,

23 C-a-m-a3-r-i-1-1-a, and I'm here on behalf of all the

24 Ironworkers Local 29 and Ironwoerkers Local 516. We

25 repregent azbout 2,000 throughout the State of Oregon. And

PM5

Continued, page 45 of 115

PM5-46

The DEIS addresses impacts the Pacific Connector pipeline may
have on local fire departments in section 4.9.2.6. That section
indicated that Pacific Connector has produced an Emergency
Response Plan, a Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan, and a
Safety and Security Plan. In addition, DOT safety regulations
require the pipeline company to coordinate with local responders.
Pacific Connector would provide appropriate training to local
emergency service providers before putting the pipeline into
service. Safety measures that would minimize risks of fires in
forested lands are discussed in section 4.13.9.1 of the DEIS. Off-
highway vehicle (OHV) controls are discussed in section 4.8.1.2 of
the DEIS. Furthermore, FERC is not proposing this Project, the
applicants are; FERC is a federal regulator of the Project and the
lead NEPA agency.
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You knew, it's easy for us. We have jaobs,

2 what akout these pecple that den't have the opportunity that
3 you and I have. 5o, again, r a favorahle
PM5-47
4 recommendation and L get this project built. Thank you.
a MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. John
6 cClarke and then clarence ready to go up afterwards.
% MR. CLA k-2, milepost 60.

] The first document is an email. The hoard of directors

[}

Deouglas County asked the

» question that was a

10 night abeout how much gas is going tc ke delivered, and this

11 is an email that verifies that it's 40 billion cublc

2 gas
&g The second page sho that there is a odorizing
14 tation at ark branch kecauss it haz to ke odari te
drop inte the d tie markst.
The next document 1s a contract between —— and it

g there. It says that 1t's between Jordan Cove and the

18 County of C Bay. It was ciged in 2007 by the date.

I3 There's neothing on the next page, but on page 2 there’s some

0 highlighted stuff and -- sorry -- it says =--

21 CQURT REPORTER: Sr k in the mike, sir.

22 MR. CLARK Ch, sarry. The interconnecticn, you
23 knaw, it's going to connect to the Paclfic Conneclor

24 pipeline. Then it gives a definiticn the pipeline and it

28 says that it goes from the Grand Pass Lateral just in the

PM5

Continued, page 47 of 115

PM5-47

Comment noted.
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A=d=d=a-m=s. I represent Landcwners United and 3,000 family
memkers whe are affected by this pipeline, and myself an
affected member; milepost 55.8.

These hearings are premature. I belleve the
reasons for these hearings to be held early in the comment

periocd is because better research, more in depth commer

aral comments, I might add, would be heard by other
opponents who cauld build on them. This also allows the
applicants to get a head start on develecping counter
agreements or arguments for the adverge comments. I suggest

hearings later on in this comment period when you withdraw

the current EIS e following reasons.

The current DEIS is, at best, an incomplete
document..  There are no less than 16 items reguired by FRRC
Lo be submitted by the applicanks before the end of the

cemment. period. I presume these will be submlitted a day
hefore. They Include a migratery pbird ceonservation plan, a
full sgpill plan, a spill prevention, containment, and

counter-measure plan for non-federzl lands, the fipal

mainline lock valve locations with temporary and permanent

-cads identified, the methodolegy used for classifying higl
quality wetlands, a stream crogsing wintering olan, and a
hzbitat mitigation plan for impacts on non-federal land.

There are alsc 25 conditions that need to be met

hefore construction begins, including final geotechnical

PM5

Continued, page 50 of 115

PM5-48

PM5-49

PM5-48

PMS-48

The public meetings are one method for people to comment on the
Project. They can also comment in writing or via email up until the
last day of the 90-day comment period. All comments carry the
same weight.

This is a draft; additional studies and data will be included in the
final EIS. One purpose of a DEIS is to identify additional
information needed, often due to public or agency comments on the
DEIS.
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data and location mitigation methad, seismic stakility
calculations and design control assurance resg, final

wetland mitigation wetland plan, a plan to reduce lighting
affects on wildlife, = monitoring and adaptive management
plan for protection of pinnipeds, consultation with the FAA

for safe use and preservation of navigable air azpace, and a

Jordan Cove emerg response plan.

On top of all those there are 2

conditions before a final design aof facilities. It appears

none of these will ke sukject to puklic scrutiny and
PMS5-50

comment. [ recommend FERC ow the NEPA rules 1t purports
to uphold, withdraw this document for one that meets the
-equirements and allows the full public review.

MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments. So,
Lhe nexl speakers arse Pab Lara, Slkeve Burgesr, Rose Malleson,
Pzige Heron, and Lhen M.A. Hansen., And alier Ms. Hansen
speaka, we'll take z five-minute break.

MR, LARA: Pat Lara; L-z-r-a 1s the last name.
I'm with the Beilermakers Lecal 242, Portland/Spokane.

Where to start? FExpert professional --

COURT REPORTER: 3psak in the microphone, please.

MR, LARA: What'™s the difference, right? An
expert ne's done il mere Lhan oace.  Proelessional 707

COURT REPORTER: Microphcne.

MR. LARA: -- he does it for a living. That's

PM5
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PM5-50

The FEIS will disclose the environmental effects of the Project. It
is not a decision document. The FEIS will likely include additional
requirements that must be met during final design. The
Commission will consider the effects disclosed in the FEIS and the
additional information submitted with the final design prior to
authorizing construction.  Full surveys and design cannot be
completed until the applicant gains access to the entire route.
Currently they have not been permitted to survey most private
lands.
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1 what I am, a p ssicnal. I

this for a living. I'm

2 v passicnate akout my skill set. One of those skills is
3 welding, okay.

4 I'm going to ke training kids drawn from this

5 area te this faecility and put that same passion that I give

6 to them towards that welding that's going to power this job

T to make

I guarantee

] this room

cted and is going to prosper

[}

from this because of those

Very same rea

10 This pipeline isn't just a

ine ceming

11 through here. 1It's a lifeline for this community. I'll

mple. [ stopped into Canyonvi

&g tzlked toc a lady that has four sons. None of them are
14 working She 3 not w ing. She waz so excited to hear
Lha 5 oan oppoertunity like CLhzb in this area.  And

four business cards and she's going te b
albd me to apply herself into this apprenticeship program.

18 So, 1 urge you guys to kind of think bkigger than

19 just a ine ceoming through here. Think of the benefits
>0 this is going to bring to your cemmunity. Thank you.
2 MR. FRIEDMAM: Thank you for your comments. Next

22 apesnkear Steve Burger.

23 MR. BURGER: &leve Burger, S-l-e-v-g,
24 B-u-r-g-e-r. I'm too with Bollermakers Local 242 out of
28 Portland/Spokans.

PM5
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Comment noted.
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got 2 training center in Portland and cne

2's prokably golng to ke a lot cf jobs.

3 heard some comments the cther day, the other evening about
4 all these workers or transient workers that are going to
a come in here and they're going to leave. Yes, that's true.

[ A 1ot of us will leave, but isn't

T Jobs for ‘th

3 project.

ing to be providing

There are going to be other

B

9 I mean we when we're here we got to gc shol {9
10 That entails hiring more p 1e

11 We buy gas. IThat means more provide
2 gas stations, restaurants, you know. And then when
13  the proiect's over in four years a lot of the pecple

Uk e ide to stay in this ares

line the dunes

-hey llke

They 1

Lhe area. They like the Cilshing. They

ke the sports, you know, and Lha

albd gelng to rejuvenate the jobs around this area.

18 So, 1 just

I3 to provide temporary jobs

nt to say that © isn't just going

for this, but it could provide PM5-52

20 long-term jobs and mare economy to this area. Thank you.
2 MR. FRIEDMAM: Thank you for your comment. Next
22 apesnkear z Matbteson.

24 02 = e mp s g T

MATTESCN: My name is Liz Mallsson, L-i-z,

and I agree that we need to think bigger

25 and more long-term, but T come from a different angle.

Comment noted.

W-2054

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

PM5

Continued, page 54 of 115

150113-4005 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 01/13/2015

The Draft EIS does nob take inte full

cocngideration the public's need for this project, nar

address what the significant public kenefit of this preject
PM35-53
would ke that

would offset all the negative impacts tc the

forests, the rivers, the streams, and the health and the

welfare, -and the safety of the citizens of Cregon.

The Draft E

8 fails to consider the impact of

increased herb le that will be aerially sprayed ta

. ) ) ) . PM5-54
maintain the 230-mile,

90-foot wide corridor, herbicide that

would lncrease the toxlc load on our watersheds, and that's

a long-term impact, impacting the health of our citizens,

the Oregon citizens. And a lot of people don't connect the

there's so much cancer.

s to why I personally helieve

a laot of cancer kecause of the toxinsg ir

our

environment and herbicide i1s one, and T would like Lo ses

net so much herblcide. TIL there was a way -- 1f this

proposed pipeline is actually built, I would love it if

there wag a way to maintain the corridor without herbicide

What is the g ic need te undertake such a

project, and thak's part of the Draft ETS, page 4163, states

that you need to address the public nesd.

A lot of things have already been -- I'we crossed

oub a2 lot of Lhings Lhat have alrsady been menbloned by

Chris Rusch and Susie Evans and Robert Lee Evans polnted out

the impact of wildfire in our region. If there was to be a

PMS5-55

PM5-53

PM5-54

PM5-55

The FEIS does not determine the public benefit of the project; this
is determined by the Commission. The EIS discloses the
environmental effects of the project.

Restrictions and proper use of herbicide during the Project’s
construction and operation, as well as its effects, are addressed in
section 4.5 of the DEIS.

See the response to IND1-2. See the discussion of risks in section
4.13.
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leak, then the resulting explosion would not impact just a

” . g PMS-55
few rural citizens, it weuld impac¢t a large number af rural Cont

¢itizens.
And then as far as job, I totally support people
jobs in Oregen and tetally support the fine work that

been hearing people are saying that they do in the

unions, but what I've also heard is there's no benefit tao

Americans and the higher energy costs that

tec this proposed project. The gas that would enter the

proposed Pacific Connmecter gas pilpeline would all be used

Ior export, with profits golng to forelgn investors.

PM5-56
Exporting natural

u1ld cause our prices to compete on

the world market. Sa, this is the key that it would raise

our natural gas prices by up to potentially 25 percent and

electric bills patentially by 3 percent, which weuld

Lhreaten U.S. Jjobs where [actories depend on naturzl gas.

The Department of Energy hzs determined that
exporting natural gas could cause up to 1.2 million
manufacturing jobs te be lost to av

erseas factories. So,

that's kind of a long-term view of the impact of this

t on jobs.

On the other hand, the Jordan Cove Project would

abe only aboul a hundred permanent, [ull-Lime jobs for

PM5-57
ocal workers.

S0, there'd

be a lot of joks for peoples in

the next four wvears and then it would dry up again.

PM5-56

PM5-57

A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “...U.S. natural gas
prices are projected to rise over the long run, even before
considering the possibility of additional exports.” Another 2012
study by NERA Economic Consultants for DOE found that the
nation is “...projected to gain net economic benefits from allowing
LNG exports.”

Section 4.9 includes estimates of employment and taxes that would
result from the project. Most jobs would be associated with
construction. Table 4.9.1.4-2 estimates 145 direct jobs and 445
indirect jobs associated with operation of the terminal in Coos
County. The pipeline is estimated to create about 9 permanent jobs
(page 4-816). Tables in section 4.9 also disclose the number on
construction jobs, which are considerably higher. As for the
comparison with Malin, we are not aware of an LNG terminal
having been built in Malin.

W-2056

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150113-4005 FERC PCF (Unoffic 01/13/2015

FRIEDMAN: Okay, &

your tim

2 have speaker. Thank you

3 M5, MATITESCON: ©One more thing,

I alsg

PM5

Continued, page 56 of 115

is up and s0

)r your comments.

1t the

PMS5-58

4 comment period to be extended. We need to extend that.

MR. FRIEDMAN: The

w

speaker is Paige [

on.

6 And I'm going to reiterate that we do need everyone to stick

7 toc the three-minute pericd

] MR, HERCN:

ing. My

g Hercn, and I'm the son of

10 And my p > came to this la

11 but I was born in this

nane

ena Heron and Marcus ARb

1y then every speaker <¢an speak.

is Paige

generations ac

land and this is a land that I'm

Iz e to and respensikle for.

13 And I'm really grateful to all of you in

14 -cam For coming and speaking and being here reprasenting

15 your familles and repr Ling Lhe peocple Lhal you cars [or
16 > we're Lhe people Lhal need Lo work Loge and

albd regardless of what color shirt you're wearing, I'm grateful
18 to ses you

I3 And I'm grateful to you for deing the work that
’0  you're doing to try and do the best job that you think yo
21 can, and T salute you for that.

22 I live down the river, about a mile down tha

23 river Iroem whers Lhe pro ed pipeline will go under -- I
24 helie it's under the Scuth Umpgua River and therefore I'm

28 atfected, though not directly, but directly.

It's hope

PM5-58

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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1 and my prayer that the ill De
2 able ke here £ more than just this and more
3 than j tlie generationsg that we'll se

4 profit, menetary prefit that this project will bring will ke

a i And I don't ses the benefit extending beyond that. I
6 see a lot of harm being done. And while there will he

3 monetary profit £ few families, for manv thousand

B families @3 that go and re is that

g take us,

geing to take us te a model

10 live beycnd that?

11 1 hope that we'll around, kut I don't a
Iz lot of signs that say that we 11. And sc I am entreating
13 all of you to keep that in mind when make decisions, and
14 thanks again for being here.

15 MR Thank you for your comment. Next
16 Hansen, and after Hansen we're golng Lo Lake &
albd short bkreak, five minutes. that it'1ll hbe Anthony

18 Ladd's turn to speak.

I3 MS, HANSEN: Hi. I'm M. A. Hansem.

0 Anyway, I hold a degres in environmental studies
21 and planning. T can ride (sic) DIS. T agres with

22 here that ftalked on : FIS. Ewverybhing they said is a

23 proklem with this, znd I dan't e want to go lnto that.
24 The LNG pipeline -- new, I'm speaking from my

28 environmental studies degree. Liquefied natural gas has

PM5

Continued, page 57 of 115

PM5-59
PM5-60

PM5-59

PM5-60

Comment noted.

Comment noted. We are not aware of studies that prove LNG is
more detrimental than coal.
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been proven to be far mo etrimental than c¢oal. Oregon

a law to step the use of ceoal in t PM5-60
Cont.

I'm not for co

glectricity. We do mot like ¢oal here; s

but LNG gas is more detrimental.
I traveled with -- I traveled to all four of the

counties that this pipeline is praposed to go through and T

v meeting FERC put on, that the project

managers put on. I asked the project managers -- this is te

You're

who think you're going to get

dealing with people that have lied te us time and again.

1 have bee

1 deing this for eight years

day and night fighting this pipeline.

my hundred acres. Tt's wrong. T am & concerned
Tt's wrong. That's why T'm fighting it. T have be teld
= <, I asked the pr mansgers -— we made Lhem

ztand up on stage Lo answer us all ab once

I asked them how many jobs that this pipeline

would provide -- the pipeline and the terminal I
would previde for Oregonians. Oregonians whe are today

Oregonian, not semeone you bring in to make an Oregonian.

They were shocked. And they lsoked at each other for quite

a whils, and Lhey

finally come up with the a

* Aix 98
That's after it's bullt. ©h yeah, Lhey also sald thabt Lhey

would not hire O nians te build this pipeline b

use

Gregonians —-- this is a quote "Because Oregonians don't know
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hew to make pipelines.

Oklahorma."™ That's what Thig is the same

you're dealing with people, and they have teld us so many

lies over the years.

Alsa, this 13 going to be z negative job project.
It's going to wipe out the fish industry in Cooz Bay. As

thase ships are in the ha

hor, they cannot go out to fish.

The

e ships are in the h or almast all the time when they

gaid how many are coming in, and they can't go out te fish
because the security around these ships is keeping everybody

from geing out inte the kay. And so --

MR. FRIEDMAN: {s, Hansen, your time is ug.
MS. HANSEN: Tt's hecasuse it's the biggest
terroriat threat that you can have in your harbor, and that

ig on record.

MR. FRIEDMAN: So, we're golng to tell vou to --

thank you for your comments.

We're now going to take a shert, five-minute
brezk. And then the next speaker after the break is Antheny
Ladd.

taken. |

I'd like

veryons Lo come back
inte the room and sit down and Lzke your places and guiet
down sc Lhat we can hear the next spezker, Anthony Ladd.

Enthony Ladd, can you please come ta the

Continued, page 59 of 115

PM5

PM5-61
PM5-51

PM5-62

The harbor would not be closed to fishing simply because an LNG
ship was docked at the terminal. As stated is section 4.9.1.7, LNG
vessels would only transit in the waterway to the terminal at slack
high tide, during daylight hours. According to ECONorthwest
(2012¢), if 90 LNG vessels visited the Jordan Cove terminal each
year, there would be 60 hours total during a year when an LNG
vessel would be present in the waterway (0.68 percent of the time).
The sum of the time that LNG vessels may be transiting within the
Coos Bay navigation channel would be about 1.3 percent of
daylight hours. Thus, it appears that LNG vessel marine traffic to
and from the Jordan Cove terminal would have negligible potential
to affect recreational boaters and other users of the bay.

Table 4.13.9.2-2 of the DEIS shows the various causes of outside
force incidents on natural gas pipelines as recorded by the USDOT
between 1994 and 2013. Included in these statistics is “intentional”
damage, which would include an attack. As shown in table
4.13.9.2-2, there was one incident of intentional damage to natural
gas pipelines during this time period, or 0.1 percent of all recorded
incidents.
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1 microphone.
2 Okay, I'd like one to c¢ome inte the rocom.
3 Paul Uncapher can you clese the door in the

w

9

o

can you clese the door in the back, please?

Paul Agquaf

the door in the back?

Donna, can you ¢l

I'd like for everyone to come back inta the room

take their seats, and we're going to rest

, the good news is everyone ocm break and the

bad news is it takes some time to

1, Eilghty 8f Antheny La

McLaughlin, Ann Chamberlain, and Jeffre

If you guys could line up at

we'1l proceed quickly. Mr. Ladd, at
MR. TADD: Anthony Tadd, A-n-t-h-o-n-y, T-a-d-d,

eprasanting Ironworkers Tocal “i¢ Northwest

District Council, Alaska.

Real quick, before I start, I just wank to

clarify zbout the fishing boats, especial dewn here, As
far as having to take your beats sut of the water, and

you're going te lose ar fishing is not true. What will

happen is you'll have to move sut of the way and let the

b

.5 pa

through. TL'11 all he chorsogras

rehearsed.

We ran inte the same prokblem in Alaska with the

whaling. I'm from Alaska, born and raised, and I still live

PM5

Continued, page 60 of 115

PM5-63

PM5-63

Comment noted.
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2 2nd then I junm on it. I've built more than

one pipeline up there in Alaska, and ky far,

4 lifeline of my state. It's literally the backbko ik ! s

w
)

mething yvou guys got te think about. It's not just today.

ing to be the longevity of it. &nd I say act, don't

act. By

ow we're fighting this so ha you k

B geing to h  wish

1 the line when 3

yvou had ane,

[}

yeu kn It's about the future. And I applaud ev

vhody

but look at the kig

very much.

2 MR, FRISDMAN: ‘Thank for your comment. Next

13 spesker is Stacey McLaughlin.

14 MS. MCTAUGHLTN: rening, S-t-a-c-e-y,
M-c-l-a-u-g-h-1-i-n. T will submitbing my bechnical
cemments Lo Lhe 3,000 page DEIS Lhab I have read, bulb

L% tonight I want to speak to you directly, the staff or as you

18 referred to yourself earlier, you're civil servants.

I3 I still was a civil servant for over 30 years.
20 ['ve done my time behind that desk, just like vou're doing

2 tonight, the nights before, and the nights after this. And
22 T understand bthe oubside pressures that al. agenciss
23 like yours. You dre funded by Lhe very Industry you're

24 being asked to regulate and to issue You are,

noted last night, a line item in the fedsral budget,

PM5

Continued, page 62 of 115

PM5-64

PM5-64

Comment noted.
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1 applic w, kut they were locking for a forum to

2 present this very compelling case akout climate change, and
3 that's what we have had here is a forum £ limate change.
4 He added that I do believe they're right and that
5 we're at a crisis peint with climate change. g0 I zay
6 to each ocne of you sitting there in a place of the

T mmissicners who have not seen our faces or heard

B distress or seen the keauty the land and the r on and
9 eing asked tc destroy for private profit
10 fer a Canadian corperaticn.

11 Eear ug. See me. And then I want you

12 remember these bold words of Pastor Martin Mi r. Flrst,
&g they came for the communists and T did not speak out. Then
14 they came for the Jews and T did not out. And then

the one Lo speak oul for me. Bul more Lhan me, bhe Lhe
L% one, all of you at that desk, to speak cut for this planet.

18 Do no harm.

I3 MR, FRIZDMAN: Thank you for your comments., Next

is Anne Chemberlain, the Jeff: Wiocster, and then Bill

na

M5. CEAMBRERTATM: Okay, hello. The city of New

23 Antheny Scalia, in hisz dissent Le thisz momentous dec

24 said "Using eminent domain to

ndemn private p.

28 uge hy another private entity far economic development is

Lhere was no ons lefl Lo gpesak oul for me. So, T ask you Lo

L. you with Clarence Thomas last night.

PM5

Continued, page 64 of 115

PM5-65

PM5-85

Comment noted.
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>
3 annivers

4 executive order ins

3 restrict the use of e
6 economic interests.

7 ineluding Oregon, pas
] ent domain
9 the federal governmmen
10 cutive
11 g0, now
12 across our landscape,
&g and earthquakes. Jus
14 Flurry of sarthquakes
15 Tizkavisw, Oregqon., T
16 on a hike up the moun
albd new slip fault about
18 feet down the mountal
I3 do to
21 Jsmaica, including th
22 hape Lo Port Roya
73 bullt con a sand

24 40 feet in 30 seconds

25 foundations.

(Unoffic

¢

r to pay the rich.
rar later on the

seprge W. Bush issued a

ral government te
minent domain te public benefit, not

Shortly thereafter, 44 states,

d laws limiting or prohibiting the
for asts. DApparently,

T :nt over state law,
a2l with this propoged scar

rough terrain subject to landslides

t today, December 10, there was a

from 2.5 to

4.2 magnituc t of

would like to taks the FERC committese
cain pass my hcuse » & brand

3 feeb 1n depth running s al h

What will a

ngide,

3-foot slip fault

Bay resembles Port Royal,

e airport runway. T hope you kr

1 when a guske struck, the

on the ocean side of Jamalca Bay

. ©Band is the most unstable of

"

n

ed

PM5

Continued, page 65 of 115

PM5-66
PM5-67

PM5-66

PMS5-87

See the response to IND1-5.
Seismic hazards are discussed in section 4.2.2.
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1 I haven't addre my concerns about ¢limate

change on salmen hecause so many pec

(&)

3 glogquently. ©Climate ehange is real. It is here. This

4 pipeline, link plant and power plant are geing to b

a majer contributors ta atmospheric warming, which translates
& into ocean warming. Warm water oocuples more space than

T apld, so it is inevitabhle that s=ea levels will rise

B C g the h 380 salmon-bearing
9 streams cannot be mitigat ingly dangerous stocrms
10 are coming off the Pacific intec QOregen. They are h in

11 wind speed and are larger in scope due to alr polluticn from

12 thina. Carben warming the ocean and the

13 particulate matter pollution provi nuclei £

14 generation. Warm water and parbiculate matter make for a
15 lot of condensation.

16 The Pacifie Nerthwest is the largest carben sink
albd left in the world. You cannot mitigate a 300-year old

18 madrone, 250-year old oaks, and cannet mitigate ancient

I3 Douglas firs. When these trees are gone, they are gene

20 forever. There will ¢ is again if this

21 pipeline right-of-way is approved.

22 These projects are destroying familyts dre of
23 leaving thelr lands Lo grandchlildren snjoy 25 we have.
24 You cannot mitigate the loss of those dreams. As a

25 scientist and a woman whe wants her grandehildren to gse

PM5

Continued, page 66 of 115

PM5-68
PM5-69
PM5-70
PM5-71

PM5-68

PM5-89

PMS5-T0

PM5-71

See the response to IND1-1.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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noin my life -- PM5-72 Comment noted.

2 MR, FRISDMAN: Tt's time to wrap up. PM5-73 Emissions are discussed in section 4.12. Emissions from all
3 M§. CHAMBZRLAIN: -- a person who wants her sources, including ships, would be well under federal and state

some of tk

auty and we

4 grandchildren to enjoy this place I call home deny this Ilmlts

w

appli Thank you.

Thank you for your comments.

10 MR. FRI

11 Scofield and Richard Jansen.

Iz MR, HOOS

L'm ug her ['m a veteran

13  of the United States military, spent 20 yesrs in, and I
14 Ehink my oath in enlistment never had an sxpiration ¢
15 and tr Lo protect all in this country from all
16 ensmies, Lorslgn and demestic. Why should we bulld a
PM§-72
17 pipeline so some foreign company can get ric
18 A s in the environmental impact statement, I
I3 think it needs to be the ships that haul the LNG out of that
’0  and into that port -- or out of that port, they need to
21 check to maks sure -- ges whabt gssss that they will oroduce PM5-73
22 from the ships' exhasust from thelr propu 1 plants,
23 whether 1L be disssel =ngine, boll or whatever 1t lis.
24 Even if they're electric, they still run diesel generators

28 to make the glectric to run those ships.
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i) Also, those LNG tanks that they haul it in are

2 designed with If scmething happens

to the ship and it ends teoo much time at sea, the pressur:s

PM5-T4
4 in those tanks builds up and those valves open and bhleeds
a straight methane into our atmosphere and then the wind blows
6 it right back here, right where it came from, right here
7 were we don't want this pipeline.
B And as for all you union workers, vou're right,
9 you guys de great work. I've steamed beilers on ships for
10 20 years in the Navy. I persenally never had any weld kreak
11 on & beiller, but I know a lot of them that did. For
hiiz} example, who wants to go for a ride on the greatest ship,
13  the Titanic? That was a great engineering feat, wasn't it?
14 Thank you.
15 MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank vyou for your commenbts.
16 MR. GOW: My name ls Bill Gow, B-i-1-1, G-o-w.
17 I'm a highly skilled rancher, very good at what I do, and I
18 plan to keep my job, and [ don't want to lose it acgording
19 to this precess.
0 The purpose of the Commission is to protect the
21 public and energy customers. Far all you psople who haven't
22 -ead that, the purposs of Lhe Commission -- bLhe purposs of
23 Lhe Commisslon is Lo protech Lhe puklic and ensrgy BT
24 customers, bul eminent dcmain does not protect the public.

25 It steals from us.

Continued, page 68 of 115

It is possible for tanks from vessels to be vented at sea; however,
quantification of these emissions is speculative and based on
engineering judgment they are not believed to be significant
relative to the other emissions identified.

Comment noted. Also, see the response to IND1-5.
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Energy cust

s will pay more their gas.

:an that be a benefi is in ccmplete

conflict of what the Commission's purpose is. Okay. FERC
has five industrial people that git on that beard., They're
members of the industry. I hope you guys start addressing
zome of the facts that we have apent o much time doing so
that these peaple won't get a slante

w of what iz really

geing on out here because that's wha been sa far.
None of cur scoping == and I'll tell you ncne of

our sceping guestions, nething has hardly ever been put in

this ELs., 1'll tell you how bad this EIS is. I have a

ach and kack of my ranch is sealed off. When they
opened up this big corridor right up the back of me, I'n
going to have a big swath coming up through thers. T have
off rosd wvehicles, Lrespssssrs, they come In, Lhey cubl your

_hey Lear everything up. The animals go Lhrough

there. TIt's on and on and on.

Let me show you how they address This in here.
"Pacific Cennector would be respensible for menitoring and
manzging unauthorized OYF, off highway vehicles, used during

the full 1ifs of the pi

veline project and would implement

additicnzal msasures as nec ry." Well, that makes me feel
warm and fuzzy. Thal's really covering it, vou know.
And anyway,

you know, all you guys have talked

about how failr they're geing te be about eminent domain.

PM5

Continued, page 69 of 115

PM5-76

PM5-77
PM5-78

A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “...U.S. natural gas
prices are projected to rise over the long run, even before
considering the possibility of additional exports.” Another 2012
study by NERA Economic Consultants for DOE found that the
nation is “...projected to gain net economic benefits from allowing
LNG exports.”

Individual questions and comments, with some exceptions, are not
directly addressed in the DEIS. Scoping comments/questions are
used to identify issues; these issues are addressed in the EIS.

Comment noted.
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1 Let me give you one good example that will kill all you

2 ide :f all you pecple. I live ri ext door to the

3 Trike whe owns this place. Okay, were geing to ge
4 through the Tribe. The criginal plan was te go through
9 Tribe.

[ I don't know if all you know, it's a soverei

se eminent domain to go through

d of negotiating like all you
+ they went arcund it
10 from my main ranch and through another one of my ranche

11 now through ancther

12 try to negotiate

13 they take my property, because thay could use eminent d
14 againat me?  Okay, thers's no other reason. They didn?®
15 it becauss 1L was essier. They asctually have Lo go oul
i Lhelr wa They're nob golng Lo negotlate with Lhose
ek people.

18 You know, none of these right-of-ways

I3 alternatives that we have gave you have been even locke

['ve addressed several of them. You can go back and lo

orment pericd, nobt ocne of them is addre in her

22 e the kinds of things that this EIS is about.
23 not about how skilled a3 worker we are. It's not how ma
2 Jjehs It's about protecting the environment, and that®
28 what we need to address in this thing.

and went

I

the

gn

the

s and

cmain

t do

of

d at.
PM5-79
ok in
e.
T
ny

PM5

Continued, page 70 of 115

PM5-79

The DEIS does not consider the precise alternative suggested on
the maps that accompany your scoping letter dated October 26,
2012, which appears to be a straight line from about MP 70.5 to
MP 79. At the Klamath Falls, Medford, and Canyonville scoping
meetings you suggested FERC consider an alternative that has the
pipeline route follow public highways (“put it under the
highways”). The DEIS considers an all-highway alternative route
in section 3.4.1.2 and found that an all-highway route would not
offer significant environmental advantages over the proposed route
and in many places would not be permitted under federal or state
regulations. We reviewed the scoping letters and it does not appear
that you submitted a map that shows exactly where you recommend
placing the line. Alternatives considered in your general area are in
DEIS section 3.4.2.5 and include the Interstate 5 and South
Umpqua River Crossing Alternative Routes.
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X And if @ ne thinks it such a

2 it en your land. Ycu L have my tien

3 den't want a dime from these people. Thank you.

4 MR, FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next
3 is John sesiield

6 MR. JFIELD: Yeah. My name John sScofield.
T are affected landawners at 1868 over Hill
] an.

9 The primary pu e of FERC is to v and
10 establish any project has te 3 1n the public in
11 MR, FRIEDMAN: Hold the mi little ¢ to

2 FOU.

13 MR JFIETLD: A primary concern of FERC during
14  the review proc should be safety. The safety of ths

15 public shoul in line with Lhe ¢ of the p In
16 Lhat Light, I wanl Lo review and submit to you a glimpse of

albd Williams Comgany safety histo

At the end of my three
18 minutes, check yourself and see 1f wou truly believe you're

19 considering entrusting the right company with the public

0 safety.

21 This is a story of a population of city of -- a
22 of a population of about a2 thousand called

23 Colorado. Soms of you mighb'we read sboub it,
24 ber 20, 2012, the beginning of a natural or a ligquid
25 natural gas pipeline leak occcurred. Parachute Creek runs

PM5

Continued, page 71 of 115

PM5-80

PM5-80

Safety and risks associated with the Project are discussed in section
4.13.
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1 MR, FRI Thank for your comments.

2 UNIDENTIFED MALE SPEA. Can he have my time?
3 He has mere to say, and I'm willing to give up my time

4 MR, FRIEDMAN: When it's your turn, he can come
5 back up and finish. Mr. Chasm. After Mr. Chasm, we have
6 Ben Erackson; Eugene Jud Daffern, and Sharan Gow.

7 I'm sorry for mi

B MR.

[}

I'd like to first of all thank the panel. Thisg i

v third

10 testimeny, and you all have been sitting through all

11 and I really appreciate it, including the court

12 1'd aleo like to ackaowledge the changes
&g uniocn krothers have made towards this, and no one has
14 suggested that tb t some of the m - highly skilled

welders and worksrs in and thal they will do thel

& ¢ kut I had a friend, good friend in my cabin

albd I was telling him about the rain and maybe some time taking
18 a ride over through Sicom and Coos Bay Wagon Road and

I3 watching the waterfalls. Some of these waterfalls are a

20 thousand feet. Tt's not sheer, long cliffs, long

21 waterfalls., BAnd this pipsline pre to ¢ - Weaver
22 Ri and then back into Sicom off of those cliffs.
23 The older T gel Lhe mere I realize I don'k know

about an ever-expanding uniwv

25 know Weaver Ridge and I do know the country over through

of things to kneow, but I do

PM5

Continued, page 74 of 115
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Comment noted.
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1 Siceom, and that's a roughest son of a gun. And when it's

own here, it's snowing It can drop three

of the coldest, wettest snow ov and people die

ernight

4 up there in the snow, and it can slide and it can slip.
a 2nd in the summertime, you cough wrong and you Cont.

6 @an start a forest fire. 1I've done it. And the window of

T apportunity for this construction t ly occur in some

B of the roughest country -- this is This is not

g Kangas. This ig not flat. TIt's like this {(indiecating) and

10 it'll move on you and it'll burn. And that country is keing
11 logged off and there's thousands of acres of reprog timber

12 about kelly high.

&g We saw what happened down here with the Douglas
14  Complex fire, and the reprasentatives of the BIM and Foreat
15 Service know 1L, Lhal a lob can happen when Lhase [iress goss
16 off. And this EIS is greocssly inadeguzsbe. BAnd with all due

o the professionalism that you folks have brought

17 respect

18 us ocut here, this 5,000 pages it took several vears to
I3 create three days after the election when we could held o
0 elected officials to account, boem, it's up and then it

21 expires the day

22 legislature is just starting te engzged.

23 The Liming of this is absolute disgrace Lo the

24 coneept of government of the people, by the psople, and for PMS:82
25 the peaple. This has become government of the corparation, I e

PMS-81

PM5

Continued, page 75 of 115

PM5-82
PM5-83

Comment noted.

Your comments on government are noted. In response to the
comment period: it is typical practice at the FERC to allow 45 days
for comments on a DEIS. Given the scope and complexity of the
Project, FERC doubled that period, providing 90 days for
comments. In addition, staff held six meetings in southern Oregon
(in Coos Bay, Roseburg, Canyonville, Medford, Klamath Falls, and
Malin) during the week of December 8-13, 2014, to take oral
comments from the public. FERC does not believe it was necessary
to extend the comment period further. We believe 90 days is an
adequate time for concerned Oregonians to provide their comments
to the FERC without unduly delaying completion of the
environmental review.
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1 by their captured agencies, and for the corporati

2 plunder the planet.

3 tc happen; and we need to extend the period of time for
4 legitimate comments. lThank you.

a MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you feor your comments.
6 is Ben EBracksan.

T MR. ERACKSON:

B It's not really a lot I ca

Thig is a bad idea. It's never going

Nexnt

9 already said, but I'd like to relterate the poir

10 one has tried to say that the union guys aren't going to do

11 a good jeb, but it's hard for a weld, ne matter how geed it

12 is, to go up against a 9 poi

13 cascadia suhduction zone and that's going to happen.
14  or later it's going to happen, 5o what happens when that
15 dees happsn? Do we just have a massive forest fire?

16 I den't think any of that

Sooner

T mean

wag really zsddressed In Lhe EIS.

Next

are

17 And I guess that's about all I have to add.

18 MR, FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment.

I3 is Eugene Scott,

20 MR. SCOTT: E-u-g-e-n-&, 8-c-o-t-t. There's

2 sally 1ot to digest here. T really empathize wit

22 who needs work and wanbts to geb s job through all
23 of thi I think there's s higher way Lo have jobs Lha

24 actually sustalnable because natural gas throughout its

25 entire processing of getting it ocut of the ground,

PM5

Continued, page 76 of 115

PM5-84

PM5-83
Cont

PM5-84

Seismic effects are discussed in section 4.2.2.2 of the EIS. As
stated in that section welded steel pipes have fared well in
earthquakes in California. The subsidence is not predicted to be an
abrupt change and it is anticipated that the pipeline can span that
movement over distance. Also, as stated in the FEIS, additional
geotechnical studies would be undertaken prior to construction.
Also see response to comments IND1-4 and PM3-46.
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ting it, then especially exzporting it is simply neot

stainakl There att

(&)

a huge, as was stated, 420 megs:

power plant 1 lved at the export at

That's a

4 huge amount of gas just keing burned just to compress this

a stuff inte a dangercus liquefied form to exp
& What I would propase ia that FERC take az much
7 longer view on this le thing and come up

B this country can actuall re on t

@ en

[}

which I would estimate from my years cf

10 percent of the electricity and natural gas in this country

11 is

ally wasted in terms of less through poorly insulated

Iz buildin And I would like to propec

that this county,
13  this ares, and including all the welders and people with

14 akilled

rolved in the manufacture of solar hot

waler healing sysbems. Why don't we have

single structure in this ent ntry?

albd I've bullt guite a number of Lthem. Some of them

18 just literally in a backyard with salvaged materials, and

I3 they really work., And I would like to see FERC take a

20 longer range view than what T'm hesaring so far and look for
PM5-85
21 alternatives to climate-changing, air pelluting energy
22 Vs g such as Jordan Cowve/Pacific Cennsctor Pipaline.
23 Thank you
24 MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank vyou for your comment. Next
25 is Jud Daffern and then Sharon Gow and then Francis

PM5

Continued, page 77 of 115

PM5-85

See the response to IND1-1.
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1 Etherington.

MR, DAFFEEN: That's Jud, J-u-d, D-a-f-f-e-r-n.

(&)

3 I live near Myr Creek near Clark Branch Road.
4 When I leok around in Douglas County, I see that
5 it's been pretty worked over. TIt's kind of what it locoks

6 like, a couple generations of lagging, rearing cattle, that

T kind of stuff.

't need more bulldazers,

B more working ov ¢lear-cutting. So, when I re

[}

abkout m gation, environmental impact stateme

nEg,: Lm

10 wendering wi the environmental improvement statement.

11 We don't need more mit bulldozers

gatien of ¢

2 acro

s the Umpgua River. We need envircnmental improvement.

&g We reed restoration. We need a rasilient enviranment, rot a
14  brittle, crackly one like the one we have right now. Thank
you

MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank for your comments.
17 M5. GOW: Hi. name 1s Sharon Gow, and that's
18 net gaw, but &
I3 We own a ranch on Clark Branch Read, and they
>0  propose to come throucgh about almost two miles of it, so I
g do have a dog in the fight, an alre have the Grounds
22 :ral that goes through another part of cur land.
23 we'lye owned 1L [or severzsl wears znd never has 1L besn
24 maintained. They never come back and check it. They den't
25 even really carse about it, other than there's gas goeg

PM5

Continued, page 78 of 115

PM5-86

PM5-86

Comment noted.
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gh it. Wh

ows if it leaks bec

2 den't know.

3 This nice plpefltter guy here he sald they're

4 geing to have two years of people coming in. We'll be

a making meney for two ars. What's two years? We have 20,
6 30, 50 years. family lives an this ranch. They'll he
&

7 there for the next 150 years, and tw not really

] geing to make a dif

9 sald this -- and I really think yvou're going to be safe.

an ironwork I

10 My huska

k it's geoing

11 to ke a gafe job.

Iz Anyway, 1'm sure they're going to st it when it

&g really do. But I've never -- have you

14  had 3 pipe in your house that's not broke, and PMS5.87
1 lirezk. The » they leak. And this is goi

16 It is. It's the way life go

L% 2And I wark at a go ment agency, and we

18 metzl pipes and I'm sure they we, put in by pipefitters

19 because it's a metal building, a building that was, you

20 jovernment. cwned and it lesks all the time. Plus, we

21 don't sven drink the water becauss we get water from, you

22 know, bthe guy who brings it in e & -- bub the public gels

73 Lo drink it. So, I'm kind of wc aboul LI Jvernment

24 for that .a little bit.

28 2nd you know, I'm kind of worried about fracking PM5-88

PM5

Continued, page 79 of 115

PM5-87
PM5-88

Comment noted. See the response to IND1-2.
See the response to IND1-3.

W-2080

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

PM5

Continued, page 80 of 115

80
20150113-4005 C PDF (Unoffic
1 ceming through it b PMS.88
Cent.
2 cocming through that pipe, and this is my land. This is land
3 that I b worked my tush off for. I mean I'm still
4 werking, and I would just hate it ruin the
a groundwater because, you kiow —-— anyw we're shipping gas
6 averseas. Okay. Great. Because we shipped our timber
% averseas, see how great that did for us. I mean we don't
B v tirm] s any more bec
9 2And the nice fellow that said that he was working
10 on the pipeline that w through W wa g
11 just like a park after it was done did not two
2 farmers I talked to that said that th of
&g their lard and farm it
14 were done.
15 So, T jusbt rezlly want o gay that it¥s
16 hard te [ight big meney, and even zfter they get it pul in,
albd which, vou know, I'm sure these nice men will put it in
PM5-89
18 nicely, they're not golng to maintzin It and then we're
I3 going to have to live with it forever.
20 Anyway, okay. Thank vo
21 MR. FRIEDMAM: Thank you for your comments. The
22 next spesker is Franzes Etherington, and after Frances is
23 Beb Barker and Jenny Council,
24 MS. ETHERINGTCN: Good evening. Frances

25 Etherington, milepost 86.

PM5-89

Comment noted.
section 4.13.

Maintenance requirements are discussed in
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On the Pacific Connector Pipeline, you know

Pacific Connectar

to use 7.8 acres of our property,

and they've made an offer

it is a kit shocking, but you know that they're going to get
the right of eminent domain. They don't really have to

negotiate when they get that right. That erange banner that

lier that's the width af the clear-cut that comes

roperty.
Now, you know, 300 cther landowners, %0 percent
of those are probably going to be subject to eminent demain.

They're not going to agree to this happening on their

property, and it's for jobs. a lot about jobs

today, and I just want to peint out that the total number of
permanent jcbs is 135 -- permanent jobs this project will
create, and a Lhird of those are going to bhe oul-of-state
hires. 8o, E'3 only 101 jcbs lecal kire. For this, 300

landowners have to endure this eminent domain for the
benefit of a foreign country.
Now, alsc want to take a little bit of my time

today to talk about the mitigations, and this is for the ELM

and the Forest Servize. Paul you' said that this projsc
ig —- kthe environmental impacts uld be reduced if properly
mitigated. Unfortunately, the mitigaticns are problematic.

This project would impact 32 species protected under the

Endangered Species Act. And for the BLM and Forest Service

PM5-80

PM5-91

PM5-92

PM5

Continued, page 81 of 115

PM5-90

PM5-91

PM5-92

Comment noted. As discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS, if the
landowner and the pipeline company cannot agree on the terms of
the easement, the mater would be decided by the court.

Section 4.9 includes estimates of employment and taxes that would
result from the project. Most jobs would be associated with
construction. Table 4.9.1.4-2 estimates 145 direct jobs and 445
indirect jobs associated with operation of the terminal in Coos
County. The pipeline is estimated to create about 9 permanent jobs
(page 4-816). Tables in section 4.9 also disclose the number on
construction jobs, which are considerably higher. As for the
comparison with Malin, we are not aware of an LNG terminal
having been built in Malin.

The 15 yr. monitoring report for the NWFP identified stand
replacement fire as the single greatest factor for the loss of LSOG
habitat on Federal land. The LSRAs for LSR 261 and 223 also
recommended fuel reduction activities to reduce the risk of loss of
LSOG habitat to stand replacement fire (see section 2.1.4, 4.1.3.6
and appendices F and H of the DEIS). The BLM and Forest Service
have not proposed logging of old-growth forests as mitigation for
the PCGP project.
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PM5-93 There is no proposal to fill heli-ponds with discharge water from

1 lands, the mitigaticn its ceommerci: even logging N )
2 in e©ld growth forest under the pretense that logging in old hydrOStatIC tEStIng
3 st will help stop the spread of wildfire and save BM5-92
Cont.
4 spotted ewls. I have to say that legging old growth ferest
a have never stopped a fire and has no place in a mitigation
6 plan.
7 Now, another mitigation to save owls iz using
B helapons to put out forest £ The waters -- the
9 used te hydro-t the pipeline will ke used tu create
10 several helapons range. 62; millicen gallens
PM5-93
11 of clean water will need to be used to test the pipeline for
2 leaks., When this water is t is no longer clean
&g It is full of toxic materials, including chlorine. It is a
14  probler trying to determine where to ians of
15 gallens of toxic water.
16 Now we read in Lhe IS that Pacific Connector

albd will create helapons with it. 8o, instead of a taxic

18 liakility, we now have a mitigation to save wildlife and

I3 justify the envirenmental damage. Now, you folks here from
20 BIM you shouldn't let them do this and you should really

21 stand up to this type of mitigation.
22 You know, T want to say a wore oul. Lhe =
23 game that ls being used [or Lhe prop

3

cause wWe are goling to get gas from the Northwest Lateral.

25 Well, John Clarke here peinted out that thev're going to
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1 Bae e Froh e L B g, o ad . S5 e PM5-94 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
2 MNerthwest Lateral. The FEIS has to make this shell game on the DEIS paSt February 13' 2015

3 clear. This is as clear as mud, and you really need to PM5-95 As discussed during the public meetings and in the letter "To the
4 straighten that out. Party Addressed" in the DEIS, all comments on the DEIS are to be
3 I also want te say that, Paul, you said that this addressed to the FERC

§ DEIS ia like three EISs. Tt's o big and thick. Thar just _ PM5-96 The decision on whether or not to grant a right of way through
7 means we need ma days to comment on this, so Federal lands would be made by the BLM with concurrence from
8 plezse smtond the comment pe the Forest Service and Reclamation.

9 MR, FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments. Next

10 we have Beob Barker, then Jenny Ccuncil, and then somekody

11 Rafferty.

124 MR. BARKER: Okay, it's Bob Barker. Last name is
13  B-a-r-k-e-r, milepost 122.6.
14 By my count, there it 221 pages of the EIS

15 Lhat. are devolsd Lo Lhe BLM and Forsst Ssrvice planned

PM5-95
16 amendments. A guesticn for you, Paul, [irst of all, all
17 ceomments with regard to those go to you.
18 MR, FRIEDMAN: They go to the FERC. They go to
19 the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.
20 MR. BARKER: What I mean is go to FERC, not your
21 wehaite, and then you relay those hack o the appropriate
22 agency.
23 MR. FRIEDMAN: Yes, we work as a Leam.
24 MR. BARKER: Okay, got that. 7You know I would
28 certainly maintain you're a cooperating -- the two of you PMS-96
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1 represent cooperating agency. that, PM5-97
2 reguire that you, in effect, only deal th the mitigatien PM5—98
3 ct impacts and cannot make any recommendation pg:r_,fs

4 d to not passing that project through Forest

a Service or BLM lands? That's a guestion to either or both

7 MR.. Yes, I think thev're going to

] to that in the FEIS.

9 MR. BARKER: Okay, vou will n pond today

10 then, right?

11 MR. FRIEDMAN: Th

2 MR KER; I1'll be know that. Yeu

13  know, my position is that you reslly cannot properly p—
14 mitigate 70 miles of h clear-cut i Thnank

Yol
MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank your comments.

T MS. COUNCIL:

18 G-g~U-f-d~1~T: I'h HEEe if

I3 Oregon Women's Land Trust, whe tend te cur farm on milepost

70 86 of the pipeline. We are a nonprofit, 501({c)(3)
21  orgsnization, and a key part of our mission is to protect
22 Lhe wildlife sc tems cn the land in our o
23 Our land iz imma e fc Ls because acc o
24 our articles and mis n we canaot log, but Pacific PM5.93
25 Connector wants to lag a 100-foat wide elear-cut threugh our

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

W-2085

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

201

50113-4005 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 01/13/2015

est forests. They want te use 7.8 acres of our

vy § acres, and they've cffered us a one-time

2,292 pounds -- dollars -- wrong c<ountry --

our offer for that B acres of land, I'm sure that

f here who has a 40-hour a week Jjob earns more than
that in eone month.

Adjacent to our land the pipeline will plow
through the knewn spotted owl habitat site on BIM land
because it goes right through the nest area. Mitigation is
being eoffered to the BLM. We've talked to Pacific Ceonnector

-- we've told Pacific¢ Connector that cur forest contributes

tc that habitat used by that owl, but they have refused to
offer us any mitigation. Instead, they've told us that if
we want more money -- for example, if we wanted to have
oyvalties or ongaing payments for the destruction to cur

land, we can jusk invest our 32,000 and collect the lnlLerest
that it will gain.

Pacific Connector has made 1t clear that if we

den't accept their offer they will simply get a certificate

fram you, giving them the right to condemn land. They'wve
made that very clear that they consider that a deone deal in
Lhe presentations that they have given us with no additional

cempensation reguired for losing all of our best wildlife
habitat or mitigating the values that we lecse.

The procesa of giving corporatiens permissisn to

PM5

Continued, page 85 of 115

PM5-99
PM5-100

PM5-98
Cont

PM5-99

PM5-100

Comment noted.

Comment noted. As discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS, if the
landowner and the pipeline company cannot agree on the terms of
the easement, the mater would be decided by the court.
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1 land is unfair, jially when they ply

2 cent of only the assessed value and net cnly
3 of the land that they permenently maintain the clear- on.
4 They will destroy a lot more. And that value does not

a include any of our own values or the curees or

6 any of the losses to us as an organization or for losing the
T reason for which we hold this land.

B By d ng our forests, it would Troy our

g use of the land. Landowners should be able to lecok te our
10 gevernment to help us, but it has appeared to us that you

11 are im the

ness of approving projects like this. It is

2 my unde

anding that you have never said no to an LNG

13 terminal. Perhaps this ki 1 could obiectively and

= whether des

ified 1 the beneficiari

Lhe

elgn Canadlan corperation and Lhe

18 in while they're here and the mere 145 long-term jobs,

19 1 counted when 1 came in the reoom, if we looked

20 at three-guarters of the seating in this room, that's 145.

~
=2
..
T
it
(]

the johs gains This casino itself

22 hires 900 peopls

an ongaling, svery yesr just to
23 give youn --=
24 MR.

FRIEDMAN: Jenny, I know you want Lo wrap up

23 now.

our private property can

PM5-101

PM5

Continued, page 86 of 115

PM5-101

Comment noted.
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ernment, and I a being an

tually ha

a meeting like this and

v ceome up te us and say you don't get a
4 veice. You don't get to say anything.

So, I do appreciate the landowners and those of

w

live in this county. I don't live in this county

T I have

ion home up in Oregon, Portland, Oregon, but I

B just want

say that I want y vs te take a laook at the

[}

lawg. May sure that all of the laws for all of the

10 Americans and all the laws that are necessary for this

11 pipeline; if it pro 7 are followed to

2 of our ability. But I guarantee you that humans a

13 involved. will always happen. We will alw

14 earthguakes., We will always have Tires. e wi alway
have dangsrous perils and Lhings Lhal will happen Lo each
one of us, some of us twice.

albd 2Ll T can say is we cannot stop living because

But we have laws and we need to utilize th

19 laws that are written by men with goed intentions to try te

20 move our envireomnment and our stewardship and alse jobs and
2 prosperity. This proiect, chviously, is going to help the
22 Sta of Qregon.

23 End yes, re may ke some [orelgn pecpls

24 geing Lo benefit from this. The

e are foreign peaple

28 henefitting from us right now in this casino. Itfs a

PM5

Continued, page 88 of 115

PM5-102

PI5-102

Comment noted.
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tc ke heard. And thank you to FERC for the cpportunity te
testify. I do value that opportunity.

Apparently, FERC 1s likely to bless the Jeordan
Cove Project. And sadly, several Oregon public agencies are
tilted in the same direction. I would employ Gaovernor

Kitzhaker to ask the tough guestions tfo these agencies. <Can

ow a foreign coarporation t

ith eminent domain peowers and f

The "public benefit"™ i1s a tortured raticnal
supplied by a Canadian cerporation whe will be the true

beneficiary. First, they wanted to

decided to export instead. Tn any event, the public bensfit
to this state i small compared to the costs of plowing
Lhrough & wild landscape, privabke and public.

Governor, you llke to fish, you do as

as many o

well, I'm sure. Hundreds of fish-bearing stream crossin

are preoposed, elther boring under waterways or plowing
through them. Again, private corporate profits with

relatively small private -- public benefit. The Jordan Cove

terminal sitting site a nearby airport's

3 p

unway 1 oblem waitin 0 acsu whether by a Tsunami
¥ L t . : yarT .

earthguake, or human errcr.
Will there be a credible emergency preparedness

plan in place faor the Eort of Caos Bay that the U.S. Coast

PM5-103

PM5-104

PM5-105

PMS-106

PM5

Continued, page 90 of 115

PM5-103
PM5-104
PM5-105

PM5-106

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest
Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section
4.10.1.4 of the DEIS. In their December 17, 2009 Order Granting
Authorizations Under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act and Issuing
Certificates for the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in
Docket No. CP07-444-000, the other four sitting Commissioners
disagreed with and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s dissent. In a letter
to the Commission dated December 22, 2014, commenting on our
November 2014 DEIS for this Project, the Southwest Oregon
Regional Airport and Coos County Airport District stated that it
“strongly concurs with (the) recommendation (in the DEIS for
Jordan Cove to document consultations with the Federal Aviation
Administration [FAA] and submit the results of studies before
Project construction) and believes that the FAA process will assure
that the Airport continues to operate safely and efficiently.” See
the response to IND1-4 concerning geological risks.

See the discussion in section 4.13.6.1.
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X Guard will be

dy to imp

2 worth the foreign corporate

a1 PM5

Continued, page 91 of 115

3 benefits? Wi anup hond actually cover potential D!\é‘:ﬂlﬂﬁ
4 acciden And will closure costs be adeguate when the

a project ends? EIS needs to answer these guestiens. Thank

6  you.

7 MR Thank for your comwents.

] Jennifer then after Jennif

is Ted Gleichman, Beth

9 Gwynn and Lance Schroeder.
10 £ mike conversation.)
11 MR, FRIEDMAN: That wasn't Bruce Gorden?
12 UNIDENTIFIED [ALE SPEAKER: No.
&g MR, FRTIZDMAN: A1l righz, Bruce Gordon it's i
14 turn £icst.
MR, GORDON: T asked you eazrlier, Paul, if

could =-
T MR. FRIEDMAN: nowW.
18 MR, GORDON: =-- I'll relinquish my time. If you

19  would want te finish your

We want te hear all about

20 Williams' record.

21 MR. SCOFIELD: All right, in, John Scofisld.
22 Centinuing on the story of Willi s

23 AUDIENC Louder.

2 MR. JFIEL: John Scofield. Continuing on the
28 story of Williams' pipeline safety record here.
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e e G e bR s e B PM5-107  Pipeline operations, including monitoring, are the responsibility of
the DOT.

X the corr

2 claimed to have systems in plac

3 2012; gag leak caused explesion at natural gas
4 cempresser station in Pennsylvania. Williams restarts the
a stations within 24 hours and started pumping fracked gas

& ite reguests from Pennaylvania Department af

T Envirommental Protection not to do so.

B 2012, Transco Williams fined 50,000 by PHMSR

9 failure ollow own internal pelicies h ntrelling

10 ceorrosien in natural gas pilpeline in New York; 2012, natural
11 New

2 They have a leong history of not inspecting these
13 pipelines once they're instal And that's the part that
14 scares us the most here, that if you guys 1Ay go, and
15 this is the company that's going to be installing this PM5-107
16 pipeline, who's golng Lo kesp Lhem up Lo Lhe speed of
albd gektiing these pipes lnspected so these blowouts don't
18 happen, these explosicns don't? Take a lock at that. Make

19 a decision for the pubklic safety. Thank you.

20 MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank yo for your comments. 8o,
21 now we have Jennifer and Ted Gleichman, then Beth Gwynn and
22 then Lance Schroesder.

23 MS. VAN DATTA: My nams is Jennlilfer,

24 J-e-n-n-i-f-e-r, and the last name 1s Van Datta

25 V-a-n-D-a-t-t-a. I'm service representative for the
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1 yeu kn I'm all in faver of
2 talk askout jo ¢ it makes it s

3 me. But in reality, the Coos Bay = is going to
4 tremendously from this development. It's not just the jobs
5 building the faecility. It's the expansion over the port.

6 It's the tax hase.

There's a lot of -- you know, when you

¢ at the big picture, the benefits

mtweigh the ne

B and there are negatives, but I believe in my heart

9 can be mitigates.

10 -- we have laws. have some of the

11 environmental laws in the nation, and I trust I'm

Iz those people that going te accuse all of being

13  morally corrupt or something. T believe you can do your

14 joh. T that everybody that's involwed can do their
jeb, and PEIhdE SEa s = think the preject is probably
gelng Lo happen. And I think that Lhe -- whalt neesds Lo be

albd dene iz what -- and mitigation has become a bad word here,

18 but I think mitigation is The way to go. § thank you for

19  your time.

20 MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank yo for your comments. And
21  Steve and T and Miriam and yes, agree, yss, we 10t

22 morzlly corrsuph.  Sorry Lo correct so many peopls.

23 MR, GLEICHMANM: I'm Ted Clelichmzn. Speslled Lhe
24 same as con Monday and Tuesday, G-l-e-i-c-h-m-a-n. I

25 repregent Slarra Club.

PM5

Continued, page 95 of 115

PMS5-108

PM5-108

Comment noted.
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s Bay I said we strangly support the good

7

gcal, DEIS pages 86 te 793, which is the only p

out «9of this project. But we want these jobs to be in PM5-109

earthquake and Tsunami infrastructure preparedness and in
clean, renewable energy efficiency, conservation, and smart
grid technology.

We need to invest 37 billion in good union jobs

d inland, and we're committed to
ing on that. In Roseburg, I noted that FERC is

viglating its own standards on cumulative Impacts, page

4-1001, failing to follow CED guide, to truly reflect PM5-110

the natural boundaries of the project. This must include
the true atmospheric, climate disruption impact, which is,
in fact, glcbal.

This failure Lo genuinely sddrsss cumulsbive

impacts is alsoc reflected In the claim that this p

: g PMS-111
selely local to southwest Oregon. Thisg is clearly not true,
and environmental and economic impacts extend throughout the
state, regicn, and nation.
've worked in the devastated fracking fields of
the Rockies where a lot of this export gs
They will clearly be impscted, cumulat:
PM5-112

will induce more

xing and Lhese nal

alsc been excluded. The project will also damage U.S.

energy security and increase U.S. energy costs.

PM5

Continued, page 96 of 115

PM5-109
PM5-110

PM5-111

PM5-112

Comment noted.

Cumulative effects are addressed in section 4.14. See the discussion
on climate change in section 4.14.3.12.

The DEIS did not fail to address cumulative effects. They are
addressed in section 4.13 of the DEIS.

See the response to IND1-3.
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PM5-113  The EIS considers effects on the environment, including the human
environment. The Commission will consider economic factors,

1 Legally, FERC must consider "non-environmental™

2 economic factors such as markets and rates, DEIS executive . .
3 summary, page 1:; yet, the Commission has failed to estaklish PM5-113 SUCh as markets and rates, as We" as the enVII‘Oﬂmental eﬁeCts’ In
] , making its decision.
4 cemprehensive public procedures to examine these, not even
a assessing the project's financial wiakility by examining its PM5_114 Comment nOted
6 funding and its financial protections for the publie. PM5-115 Comment noted
T These hills are full of the environmental and
B aconomic residue of earlier corporate abuse, such as Silver
9 Butte and the Formosa Mine. The Commission has also set up
10 a Catech 22 by refusing te censider a programmatic EIS,
11 logking at all U.S. LNG financial and energy impacts. The
T lommissicn and some of its agency partners, especially the
PM5-114
13  U.S. Department of Energy, not represented here, have short
14 circuited the information nesded for rational, fair
15 censideration of whelher Lhe project is in Lhe best interest
16 of the United Stat
17 This 1s not acceptable. We, therefore, dispute
18 the conclusions on the DELS, pages 1-20 to 22. LNG is alsc EMazi 1>
19 net a climate solution. I have materials on that, which I
20 can distribute te anyone who's cencerned akout that in this
21 entire room, not just red or green. And T'11 spesak bto that
22 Lemorrew. Thank vou.
23 MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you [or your comment. Next

24 is Beth Gwynn. Did I get that right?

25 M5, GWYNN: It's Beth Root Gwynn, B-e-t-h,
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n-n. Rnd w

e've been -- some peaple have

2 talked akout the kig picture and asked us teo talk abeout the
3 big picture, and I want to do that.

4 The documents, which L have not had an

a appeortunity to read, but know that they don’'t want us to

6 talk about the really big picture, which has to do with the

7 g and the costs -- the
B that it takes to create LNG gas.
g With fracking, folks h xrred to it, but you

10 know, rs ails are horrific.

11 akout the R

puigoned water, sick pecple, earthguakes

2 in Kan

It's not ckay. LIt is m repr sible, I

13 think, for the people of this region to participate in and

14 benefit from shart-term joba = with the

ruction that's happening in other

this ceuntry

around fracking. We den't hav / business

1T that.

18 And you all have the resgponsibility to look at
I3 picture and protect those people from us, from
20 the pipeline could bring to workers.

2 I want to say T respect the worksrs that have
22 T also feel liks king at =3lly big

23 picture I [eel a litble kBIL I feel like I am in a

24 am full of highly skilled s whe are asking us to
25 race off of the ¢liffs into extinetion of into

What you just said

fiting from

PM5

Continued, page 98 of 115

PM5-116

PM5-118

See the response to IND1-3.
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emns, o polse:

g of water and air.

er not guite imagined

ways,

I've heard reference to them, highly gkilled folks

4 could be working on the solar farms and the wind farmz and

w

harnessing the damn waves in Coos Bay to give us energy 1if
6 we want o give Coos Bay some development.

7 S0, I think that's my little t of horreors. I

think folks ¢

d talk some about the ene

@

y that it takes to

[}

turn natural gas inta LNG that includ the cost af what it

get those

10 takes, energy- ps across the

11 That's why you'll hear seme of say from time to time LNG is
2 more energy polluting and cestly to the pl: is
13 when 3 really run the numnk Right?

14 So, I too am ad by this proj T'm or
15 Lhe bozrd of n Women's Land Trust, an

16 organizatlon Lhab's been arocund L[or scme 38 years, a

albd ceonservation organization dedicated to preservation of

18 forestland and the pipeline -- ilmagine our asgstonishment.

I3 We're dedicated te the preservation of forestland and they
20 to come right through this old growth property on
21 BIM land next to us and cur hundreds-of-yesar-cld madrone

22 Lrees. There 15 no moeney bthab khe pipeline companiss could
23 offer us --

24 MR. FRIEDMAN: BelLh, you need t a

25 conclusgicn, pleasze.

PM5

Continued, page 99 of 115

PM5-117

PM5-117

Comment noted.
section 4.5.1.

Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in
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M3. GWYNN:

-- that weuld re those trees or

713 or the great grandchildre

MR. FRIEDMAN:

Thank you for your comments., Next

speaker is Lance Schroeder. After Lance i1s Lisa Sande

Fox, and then Holly Halterman. And if you guys could line
up, '11 make things go quicker. I e iate that.

MR, SCHROEDER: My name is Lance &
S=¢=h=-r-gc-g-d-e-r.

to fall,

s pipeline is going a hundred percent

change ii's going to fail by an earthquake, by scme methnex

with & drill, a great idea, and an empty tank. 1L hope that
it fails right here right now. If it fails : it's
built, could be catastrophic. alone, the act of
building 1t would be z disasber and for milliens of
plants and animals, many Lhem in o of going extinct.
We're now in the middle of a masslve extinc

event. This 1s the sixth known massive extinction event in

the last half a billien years. Humans have been proven to

Hhida

be the cause of it. These pipelines, sting,

thasze el s goveraments are the causs of it.
We need to stop it. OR7 is park of Wonder and thelr
t want this pipe built. Nabure deoesn't wanbt this p

built. These landowners who they're to steal

ng to try

their land don't want this pipe built. I don't want this

PM5

Continued, page 100 of 115

PM5-118

PM5-119

PM5-118

PM5-119

Welded pipelines have responded well to earthquakes in other areas
with similar conditions, such as Chile. See the discussion on
seismic risks in section 4.2.2.2.

Comment noted.
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(&)

pipe built. Nature has a right and a need to exist. PM5-119

Cont.
Pipelines do not.

MR, FRIEDMAN: Thank wou feor your comments,
Lance. 1'm glad to know that OR7 has a name Wonder. Next
is Lisa Sanderson-Fox and Helly Halterman.

MS. SANDERSON: That's S-a-n-d-e-r-gs-o-n hyphen

Just brief comments, many of the things that I

was golng te say have already bkeen said. I'm in full
agreement with many of the critigques of the EIS. The
document is too long to digest in such a ghort peried of
PM5-120
time, so 1'm absclutely requesting an extensien for a
comment period. But for the time that T was able to spend,
T do want ta say that the issue sround, for example,

sarthguakss has nol been deall wilh or has nol besn

adeqgualely addressed in tLhe EIS.

Just one guote frem this draft says, "It is not
possible to completely mitigate the risk of pipeline damage PM5-121
in Coos Bay resulting from lateral spreading during a mega

thrust seismic event,"™ and that is in the document itself.

S0, obvicusly, this has not besn a

also -- it also statas that there will be chronie so
ine sediment load in Lhe many sbream crossings Lhat -- PMS5-122

we're Lalking about 400 waterways heing creocssed in this

pipelines. Alsa, those waterways are vulnerzble to what PM5-123

PM5

Continued, page 101 of 115

PM5-120

PM5-121

PM5-122

PM5-123

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

This statement is not correct. Earthquakes risks to the LNG
terminal, including soil liquefaction, lateral spreading, subsidence,
and tsunamis, are addressed in section 4.2.1.3 (pages 4-244 to 4-
250). Earthquake risks to pipelines are addressed in section 4.2.2.2.
The discussion addresses regional seismicity, ground shaking, and
peak horizontal ground acceleration surface rupture from faulting,
soil liquefaction, lateral spreading, and other potential impacts
(pages 4-259 to 4-266).

Section 4.6.2.3 concludes that sediment entering fish streams
would be short-term and modeling indicates that sediment would
likely be within the normal fall/winter turbidity levels within 300
to 500 feet downstream of the crossing. Crossings would typically
be completed during the state-approved in-water work window.

Earthquake risks to pipeline, including from soil liquefaction, are
addressed in section 4.2.2.2.
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1 they call seil liguefaction, which are alsc resul
2 ismic events., And I feel like that has not been
3 adequately addr ed.
4 Having a large -- having an extensive pipeline at
a a center of a clear-cut is not an adequate buffer for
[ wildfire, and I feel like if this -- the
7 lity is to protect the public interest. I feel
B small amount of local johs
9 uthern Oregon residents is not adequate t

10 the miles and miles of old gro

11 enda

ngered species that will b gopardized by this

12 pipeline.
&g And the tradecff just doesn't seem like an

14  adequats justification for public interast, and no

mention, of caurs fach Lhat we're Lalking aboub

TransCanads, a multi-rational corporatlen bensfltbing [rom

albd all of these impacts. And als

Lor those people who are

18 concerned about guality union jobs, this natural gases will
I3 be exported to non-free trade couniries, so those joks on
20 the other end of where this natural s arriving those

21 aren't good jobs. Those are hard jobs that are un
22 and poor conditions. So, fesl like if you wanbt to lock at
23 Lhe big plcture there's a lob gues here Lhal sre nob

24 being adeguately addressed. Thank you.

25 MR. FRT

AN: Thank vou for your comment. Holly

PM5

Continued, page 102 of 115

PM5-124

PM5-123
Cont

PM5-124

Comment noted.
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M5. HALDERMAN: [(Off mike.)

You may.
M5, HALTERMAN: They're bringing up the prep.
Last night we had a 26-inch prop for @ gas line. Tonight

what we're going to demonstrate is the actual width of the

vasenent, and this does not include all of the =iz

This is a 100-foot wide representation o

easements that are bei sed through our forests. The

pipeline would affect 400 water bodies, c<ressing them
multiple times. It will crogs 150 miles of forests, and 23

miles of shrubs and grasslands, 42.4 miles will ke late

successional old growth reserve, causing the harvest =-- hear

this number -- af 1,712 acres of mature trees and timber.
Two million acres of watersheds will ke impacted, Lwo

million acres.

You've cencluded that this would result in
limited envirommental impacts. How is that possible? There
is no cne succinctly even represented with respect to the

environment hers. The Environwentzl Frotection Agency

the need as foll "Th umulative impact:

should identify how ources, eccosystems, and
cemmunitiss ln Lhe wicinity of Lhe projech have already besn

or will be affect by past, present, or future activities in

the project areas.

PM5-125

PM5-126

PM5

Continued, page 103 of 115

PM5-125

PM5-126

Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7. Please note that the 400 streams are spread
over 19 fifth-field watersheds covering over 2 million acres. The
comment statement that over 2 million acres will be impacted is not
correct. For example, trees would be cut on approximately 1,712
acres out of the 2 million plus acres. This represents less than
1,000th of 1 percent of these 2 million-plus acres.

The cumulative effects section does do this. See section 4.14.
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acterized in terms

for the affected resources to evaluate the significance of

historical degradation and to predict the enviremmental

affects of the pro components. ™

the critical nature and obvious

rly establishing the current ecalagical

capability or the lack, thereof, to

impacts kreought akout by the prepeosed

Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector Project.

T want to »eat that. Tn spite o

importance, FERC has chossn Lo eliminzle the ssclian

descriking the current ceonditlen of the affscted environment

from the Jordan Cove DEIS. This is a violation of the NEPA

regulaticns at 40 C.F.R. 1502.15 and ignores the

recommendations of the Environmentazl Pretection Agency.

We are talking akout 1,712 acres of mature trees,

bodies, 150 milss of and 23 miles o

Two millior of wakersheds will

Thank you for your comments. I'm

going to read se

names, and I'd like them to line up

PM5

Continued, page 104 of 115

PM5-127

PM5-127

While there are no headings that say Affected Environment or
Current Conditions, the current conditions are discussed at
considerable length for each resource in chapter 4. For example,
see the discussion on upland vegetation conditions on pages 4-28
to 4-48.
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X behind the

Buzz Fromh , Sunya Johansen, and Debbie F

(&)

MR. N

10LS: Okay, so if a few

years ago some

4 had told me that a foreign corporaticon could use eminent

w

nal property to export a

6 = i v important fuel, T wouldn't have believed it.

T I would not have believed it. I'm a believ

B all I can say is what wot son
9 ¥, you know. Okay. Sg, I got my eminent demain thre

10 letter in March 2014, that T ave status and

11 appeal. I had to respond by June 2013, All right, sc I had

2 to respond to almost a r before to have status --

13 T thought that was kind of interesting.

14 Anyway, the -- what T gst out

gel a 97-acre pipes yard 500 fe From my &

r's prap: y, and so thabt mea there 13 no

albd cempensation for me. That means I get to live wikth ear

18 plugs in for the next [ don't know how -- so anyway:, 1'm

20 I do not support the project. T think it's

21 a foreig can utilize eminent
22 take citizen®s T v wikh liktle

23 lon, certainly less Lhan appralsed valus, That's
24 Private property are expected to carry

28 the riask without the gain.

PM5

Continued, page 105 of 115

PM5-128
PM5-129

PM5-128

PM5-129

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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check and b

lance. And when vou have an egqual power of

check and kalance, vou have a great project. This is an

awegome project. With yeour help, with your input, and with
the skill that these people have here you can make this the
best project I've ever seen.

I started choker setting in Idyllwild above

just turned 18.

here and gave me a and I

of years up here. It's a geous Country.

a steamfitter, so I've weorked on plpelines and I've worked

on this stu 1 understand b gides. You guys don't

see this, but you still have accept the fact that

guys are the best this industry and the world has

hers.

Whether wyou trust what's going on, thabk has to do

with u guys. They Lr you Lhat you have Lheir best

interest in mind. 8o, get together and get some information
like thig gentleman here had, like Liz has, and put it

tegether in a format and take care of it and make this the

. project, safe, econcmical, ecological, and make it the

ct this world has

sesn.  Bnd o

are wearing Alsha T 5

just kidding. Thank

MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank vyou for your comment. Next

is sunya and then Debbie Kappel, then James Ince, then Jeff

PM5

Continued, page 107 of 115

PM5-130

PM5-130

Comment noted.
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1 Gritz
2 M5, INCE-JOHANSEN: Good ¢ My name is
3 Sunya Ince-Johansen. 3-u-n-y-a, and then
4 Ince, L-n-c-e hyphen Johansen. Thank you, first of all, for
5 giving us this opportunity to give feedback on this project

6 and thank wvou ta

yone for vour great ceomments, very on

T point, wvery interesting, and thank vou for making a lot of

B my points for me. It makes m ve t less b I

g have a cold.

10 Bo,; first of all, I would 1ike to agk for an

11 extension for the 90 days is not enough time to adeguately iy
12 address the issues in the DELS. So, 1 have lived in this

13  ares, more or less, my entire life and T want only the best

14 for, not only the peaple who live here, but zlso the

1 ecosysbtems Lhabk sustain us.

16 Glwen Lhe extensive, negatlve environmental

17 impacts of this project, particularly those not addressed in

18 the DELS, the pipeline dees not provide enough benefits to

19 Oregonians te justify this project. Reoughly a thousand joks Eabsd
20 for a few years does not Justify the hazards to human health

21 and liveliheod, = stems, and our sensitive and endangersd

22 planct znd =nimal :

23 The DEIS dees nol adeqguately zddress risks

24 regarding earthgquake and Tsunami hazards, wilcdflre risks, PM5-133
25 fracking, and of course the hig one, climate change. Oregon

PM5
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The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

Comment noted.

Earthquakes risks to the LNG terminal, including soil liquefaction,
lateral spreading, subsidence, and tsunamis are addressed in section
4.2.1.3 (pages 4-244 to 4-250). Earthquake risks to pipelines are
addressed in section 4.2.2.2. The discussion addresses regional
seismicity, ground shaking and peak horizontal ground acceleration
surface rupture from faulting, soil liquefaction, lateral spreading,
and other potential impacts (pages 4-259 to 4-266).
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le energy, not LGN exports,

2 is said and done, they are just every bit as dirty
3

4 Oregon's nomy should be grown through clean,

a renewabkle ensrgy jobs, healthy fisheries, tourism, and

6 reasreation, not the same old, dirty energy jobs. There iz a
7 f this pipeline has been rejec here alse

B along the West Coast. ILet's not the cormuni that let it

[}

out of desperaticn and There are

happe

10 sC many cther better ways te get our feet back under us.

11 Lastly, there've been some significant changes in

in the past few we: A deal

marke

2 the global

13 hetwsen China and Rus has made LHNG exports from Morth

very unprofitable. Tf we nesd any more reason

his is it. It will nob be profitable

reject this proj

in the leng run any cf the psrties involved. Thank you.

L% MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you feor your comments. Next

18 is Debbkie Kappel.

I3 MS., KAPPEL: 1'm kind of new to all of this. My
20 mom died in 19 -- excuse me -- in 2008 and ended up moving
21 out here on land that + eataklished and homsstear my
22 great, grest grandparents. This land fa four miles from
23 where Lhis plpeline 1z supposed Lo go Lhrough. There are

days that I can sit there and I can actually watch the water

28 jugs vibrate a little bit. T drive up the hill a little bit

PM5
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1 longer and I can see these landslides that have happened
2 during the day.
3 This land is unstable. You are only going to be
4 deing destruction of natural beauty. Mest of the points
a that -- pretty much have been made here, but I just don't
6 understand. I mean I come from Chicago, Gary area wl
&
B
9 because it's so nasty. And I

10 and clean water, and I find the same thing happening here.
11 1t just astounds me.

2 And fracking, vou know darn well that the LGN

> much

13 will be -- it will be done by fracking. This ruin

15 have it come Lhrough, and Lhe Tsunaml zenss, Tsunami zonss
21 putting LNG contaliners on sand dunes cpposite a runway for
17 an alrport I mean, my God, I might as well be back in the
18 Chicage Army Corps of Engineers and watching them do

19 disas s there. I mean i

's just phenemenal to me.

20 Mom teck me down to watch McCormick Placs burn
21 one day bscause srmick Place in Chicago was thi

22 unburnable building that could never, sver be dest

23 Scundsa like the Ti ic, right? You know, and I'm h

24 all the green shirts ing, oh, this is safe. This is safe

25 And I have to wonder b use this is the tvpe of stuff wou

water., T mean it takess hundreds of years in order tc

PM5-134

PM5-135

PM5-136

PM5
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Comment noted. See the response to your previous comment.
See the response to IND1-3.

Earthquakes risks to the LNG terminal, including soil liquefaction,
lateral spreading, subsidence, and tsunamis are addressed in section
4.2.1.3 (pages 4-244 to 4-250).
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X MR. FRIEDMAN: So

2 right now.

3 MS. KAPPEL:; Yeah

4 ceming out here to destrey it I just den't get 1

MR.

w

FRIZDMAN:
[ right, James Ince.

T MR. INCE: My

9 Thanks for being here.

10 Qur erty is nearly surrounded
11 Forest east of Azalea, south of

2 My unde nding is in order for

13 this project th

14  Within ths past six months,
15 large natural gas deals,

16 guesticn. Actually, U.S5. na

albd = ng the dream of substantial LNG expor
18 drain because of Rusgsian exp

I3 This b

been

20 for LNG exporters.

21 Without going into
22 according ta petroleum gec

23 Russzian sly will force the g

24 down tec between 10 to $11,

28 to be profitable.

Russia
clearly cz

tural

orts to

toao

And a foreign-c

name iz Ince,

the math,

the

James,

and China

FE

I

Thank wyou for your comme

J-a-m-e-3,

Thanks for taking cur

by the Umpgqua

here.

strable financial

> to approve

viability.

signed bwo
viability into

= go down

gas preducers may be

the

Chinese market.

1111

[ ING di

anly

gisk and consultant,

BE)

7

RErt

¥

expected te be the largest and most profitakle

that

Berm=n,

livered to Asia

low for American LNG exports
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The Commission will consider financial issues; the EIS addresses
environmental effects.
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Lastly, F ask vourself wi

x regon

own country rejected

approve this abomination when Veresen's

their project in British Columbia, as did the St

Washington and California?

I also reguest an extension of the comment

periocd. Thank you.

MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank 1 for vour comment. Is

Jeff Gritz here? Jeff is our last speaker.

MR. GRITZ: Thank Jeff Gritz, G-r-i-t-z.
I'm a representative of Laberers Local 121. I have akout --
1 strongly support this project mainly for the jobs. We
you know, 2 to 400 members alone in our Local in the

southern half of this region that this -- this would impact

us grestly and the a

es.

I want to make a point of clarificatien to the

DOE analysls Lhal has been guobed Lonlght relfersenclng Lhe

general price increases focused on prices in the Gulf Coast.
That, indeed, says copsts """ that costs would rise 25

percent at the Henley Hub by 25 percent. It's still less

than what we were paying five years age. But in that -- the
DOE report it did state that fer our area, because we aren't
bettlenecked 1ike the Gulf Coast, we'd only ses a § percsnt
in se, which l1s negligible for the econamlc lnjunction

we'll see from this project.

& af the public and private

PM5

Continued, page 113 of 115

PM5-138

PM5-139
PM5-140

PM5-138

| Pms-133

PM5-140

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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BEFOR

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

JORDAN COVE - PACIFIC CONNECTOR CP13-483-000

PIPELINE PROJECT CP13=-492=-000

Oregon Institute Of Technology

3201 Campus Drive

Klamath, OR 97601

December 12

The above-entitled matter came on for technical
conference, pursuant to notice, at 6:00 p.m., Paul Friedman,

the moderator.

PM6

Public Meeting, Oregon Institute of Technology, December
12,2014
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PROCEEDINGES

ME. FRIEDMAN: Good evening. ©On behalf of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, which iz abbreviated
F-E-R-C. We call it FERC or the Commission, and our federal
cocperating agency partners I would like to welcome you Lo
this public meeting to take comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement or DEIS, issued by the FERC
on November 7, 2014 for the Jordan Cove Local Fraction and
Pacific Connector Pipeline Projects, often just called the
project.

My name is Paul Friedman, and I'm the
environmental project manager for the FERC. Here next to me
ig another FERC employee, Steve Busch. He's the assistant
project manager. MNext to Steve iz Miriam Liberatore, who is
the BLM project manager. Next to Miriam is Wes Yamamoto,
who ig the Forest Service project manager and hiding in the
audience scmeplace iz Kristen Hyatt. There she i=. &he is
the Burean of Reclamation project manager.

In the far back we have John Scott and Jehn
Craockston, who work for Tetra Tech. They're my third-party
contractors who help us produce the DEIS. And there's Paul
Uncapher whe iz from MNorth State Resources, and they are the

third-party contractors of the BLM and Forest.

the record show that this meeting began at

approximately é:00 p.m. on Friday, December 12, 2014, here
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at the Oregon Institute of Technolegy in Klamath Falls.

A= you can see, this meeting is being recorded
and transcribed by a court reporter on behalf of the FERC so
there will be accurate notes on tonight's proceedings. The

court reporter is an employee of Ace Federal Reporters

which ig an independent contractor.

Ace will =sell copies of the transcript at
various sliding scale prices, beginning from same day to
five business days after this meeting. If you'd like a copy
of the transcript prier te its being posted on the FERC
public record, you must make arrangements directly with Ace.

If you'd like to speak at tonight's meeting,
pleasze go back to the Johns at the table at the back of the
room and you can =ign our speakers' list. We'll be calling
people to speak later tonight in the order in which they
=ign up on the list., FPlease print yvour name legibly so I
can read it, but even then sometimes I still have trouble
pronouncing people’s names.

The production of the DEIS was a collaborative
effort, invelving a number of federal coocperating agencies,
including the BLM, Forest Service, Corps of Engineers,
Department of Energy, EPAR, Ceast Guard, Fish and Wildlife
Service, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Department of
Transportation.

The cocperating agencies had an opportunity to
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review an administrative draft and some agencies contributed
text to the DEIS. For example, the BLM and the Forest
Service and their third-party contractor wrote sections of
the DEIS related to their evaluation of proposed amendments

to an individual district and National Forest Land

Management plans to make provision for the pipeline.

In af minutes, the BLM and Forest Service

representativ will explain the actions of their agencies,
I would like to thank the federal cocperating agencies
partners for their participation in our environmental review
process.

The FERC is an independent federal agency that
regulates, among other things, the interstate transmission
of natural gas. When we were created by Congress in 19%20 we
were known as the Federal Power Commission, but under Jimmy
Carter we changed our name and were reorganized. The
Commission is headed by five people who are appointed by the

President of the United States and approved by Congress.

They're the five commissioners who are the decision makers

for our agency

Steve and I were not appointed by the President.
Unfortunately, we are mere civil servants. The
Commissioners will take recommendations the staff, people
like Stewve and I, prier te making any of their decisions.

our recommendations for this project can be found in Section
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5.2 of the DEIS.

In acc

rdance with Energy Policy Act of Z005 and
the Natural Gas Act, the FERC iz the lead federal agency

responsible for anthorizing onshore ligquefied natural gas or

LNG terminals and interstate natural gas transm [=ls1
facilities. We are the lead agency for compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, which is
abbreviated as NEFA.

Our DEIS was prepared to satisfied the Council
on Environmental Quality's regulations for implementing the
HNEPA. The federal cocperating agencies can adopt the EIS
for their regulatory needs and to comply with the NEPA;
however, each individual agency would present their own
conclusions in their respective records of decision.

The FERC record of decision will be found in the
form of a commission order. That order will be issued only
after the Final EIS has bheen produced. What thisz means i=

that there has been no decision so far about this project

and that dec ion will have teo wait until after the staff
produces a Final EIS.

Jordan Cove Energy filed their application with

the FERC

on May 21, 2013, under Secticn 3 of the Natural Gas
Act in Docket No. CP13-483-000, seeking authority to

construct and operate an LNG export terminal at Coos Ba

Jordan Cove intends to produce about 6 million
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23

24

25

metric tons per year of LNG from a supply of about 1 bkillion
cubic feet of natural gas per day for shipment by
third-party vessels to customers around the Pacific Rim.
Jordan Cove already had permission from the Department of
Energy to export to both free trade agreement and non-free
trade agreement nations.

The main facilities at the terminal would
include a 4Z0-megawatt power plant, a natural gas processing
plant, four liguefaction trains, two LNG storage tanks, a
transfer pipeline and loading platform, a marine slip with
docks for LNG vessels and tugboats, and access channel
connecting to the existing Coos Bay navigation channel.

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline filed its
application on June 6, 2013 with the FERC in Docket Number
CP1l3-492-000, under Section 7 of the Natural Gas Act.
Pacific Connector seeks authority to construct and operate a
232-mile long, 36-inch diameter underground welded steel
transmission pipeline between the Malin hub and the Jordan
Cove terminal.

The pipeline route would regquest portions of
Klamath, Jackson, Douglas, and Coos County, Oregon. HNear
Merlin, the Pacific Comnnector would connect with existing
pipeline systems that are owned and cperated by Gas
Transmission MNorthwest or GTN, and Ruby Pipeline, which we

abbreviate as Ruby, teo obtain natural gas preduced in
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western Canada and the Rockies Mountains.

For full disclosure, Ruby is partly owned by one
of the partners in both Pacific Connector and Jordan Cove.
GTH iz owned by a company called TransCanada.

The Pacific Connector Pipeline would have a
designed capacity of 1.07 bef a day with 0.04 bef a day
dedicated to delivery to the existing Northwest Pipeline
GFrants Pass Lateral to serve customers in Oregon. Again,
for clarification, Northwest is owned by one of the partners
of Pacific Connector.

Other the facilities asseociated with the Pacific
Connector Project included a 41,000 horsepower CompIessor
station near Merlin, two receipt meter stations for GTHN and
Fuby within the compressor station track, the Clark's branch
delivering meter station at the interconnection with
Northwest, a delivery meter station at Jordan Cove, five pig
launchers and receivers, 17 mainline wvalves, and 11
communication towers.

Jordan Cove would receive in its natural gas
supplies from the Pacific Connector Pipeline; therefore,
although these are two separate applicaticons before the FERC
we are considering them connected actions and evaluated the
environmental impacts of both Jordan Cove and Pacific
Connectors proposals together in one comprehensive DEIS.

That's one of the reasons why it's such a large documents.
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It's actually like three EISs together, one EIS for Jordan
Cove, one EIZ for the pipeline, and one EIS evaluating plan
amendments for BLM and Forest Service.

The two companies, Jordan Cove and Pacific

Connect, also share so

» ownership overlap. I want to make
it very clear that the project iz being proposed by two
private companies, Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector. The
companies came up with the design for their facilities and
the location of their facilities. And it's the FERC's job
to analyze the environmental impacts associated with the
construction and operation of theose facilities in our DEIS.
The FERC is not advocate for the project. The
FERC iz an advocate for the environmental review process,
The Commisszioners will make their own independent decision
about whether or not this project has any benefits and would
be in the public interest. 5o, the EIS is not a document
that disclosesz public benefits or purpose and need in any

great extent. All of those issues are covered by the

Commissioners in their project order.

During our review of the project, we assembled
information from a variety of sources, including the
applications and data respenses of the companies, public
input, data provided by other federal, state, and local
resource agencies, and our own research. Our analysis can

be found in the DEIS.

W-2124

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150113=-4007

18

19

20

21

22

3

24

, PM6

Continued, page 9 of 75

> PDF (Unofficial) 01/13/2015

We sent copies of the DEIS ocut teo our
environmental mailing list, which includes elected
officials, federal, state, and local agencies, regional
environmental groups, and non-governmental organizations,
affected landowners, Indian Tribes, commenters and other
interested parties, local newspapere and libraries, and
parties to the proceeding.

Paper copies of the DEIS were only sent to those
who requested them in writing in response to our Notice of
Intent. All others received a compact disk or CD version.

Everyone who received a copy of the DEIS will
alsoc be sent a copy of the FEIS. You do not have to sign up

again. However, if yvou did not reo

ive a copy of the DEIS
and you want to be sent a copy of the FEIS, please go to the
back of the room, and Sign up on our environmental mailing
list with the Tetratech team. You can also use that list to
request a hard copy of the FEIS if vou only got a CD of the
DEIS. And there are no more hard copies of the DEIS
available.

About 72 miles of the Pacific Connector pipeline
route would cross federal lands, including 40 miles of BLM
land, 31 miles of Forest Service land, and less than a mile
of Reclamation land.

At this point, I want to introduce Miriam

Libkeratore, representing the ELM and the Forest Service, and
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1 she will explain the actions of those agencies.
Z Ms. LIBERATORE: Good evening and thank yvou for
3 coming. I'm Miriam Liberatore. I with the Medford District

4 of the BLM, and I am the project manager for the BLM for the

] Pacific Connector Pipeline Project.

[ I wanted to talk to you tonight about the

T actions that the BLM and the Forest Service are going to
& take and also make clear a point of process on this, but

9 we'll get to that.
10 We are invelved in the pipeline where it crosses
11 federal lands. And by federal lands I mean lands

12 administered by the BLM, the Forest Service, and the Burean

13 of Reclamation. So, we do not have an involvement in Jordan

14 Cove over in Cooz Bay and we have no involvement where the
15 pipeline crosses over private lands. We have decisions to
16 make on this project and those involve the right-of-way
17 grant that would be needed to croszs federal lands and

18 proposed amendments to our land management plans. And I'm

19 going te talk te you about both of those.

20 As is proposed in the right-of-way grant now, as
21 Paul menticned - I mean in the Draft EIS now, as Paul
22 mentioned, the project would cross 70 some miles of federal

23 land. And to cross them and te occupy them during operation
24 and maintenance, the Pacific Connector would need a grant,

25 just as anybody would need a grant to cross BLM lands for

PM6

Continued, page 10 of 75
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any purpese. And some of you may cress BLM land for your
driveways, for example.

They have applied for a grant to the ELM and the
BLM will review the application and make a decision. The
authority to make the decision is the BLM's and it comes to
ug from the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, We'll decide
whether to grant or deny the right-of-way, and Forest
Service and Reclamation they would concur., We would ask
their concurrence on our decision.

As far as the land plan amendments go, the
project, as proposed, could net conform te the current land
management plans for the BLM and Forest Service. And if it
doesn't conform to the plans, we can't consider a grant for
the right-cf-way.

So, we have pelicies in place that de allow us
to amend our plans, and we have proposed amendments in the
Draft EIZ that would allow the project to conform with land
management plans and enable us to consider a grant.

There are 20 amendments and all proposed in the
Draft EIS and described there. Four of them have to do with
the BLM, fifteen with the Forest Service, and one is a joint
amendment for both agencies. They address issues having to
do with our survey and manage guidelines, our habitat
retention guidelines for northern spotted owl and marbled

murrelet and a bunch of other environmental conditions
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having teo deo with seoils, riparian areas, visual quality
objectives, and a proposal to convert some of our metrics
land=s, which iz where we have our timber bases over to lake

successional reserves and that's to mitigate direct loss of

lake succ onal reserves were the pipeline footprint would
crose them.

s affected are for the BLM Medfeord

District, the Roseburg District, the Coos Bay District, and
of course the Klamath Falls resource area of the Lakeview
District. And for the Forest the areas affected are the
Umpcua National Forest, the Regue River MNational Forest, and
the Winema National Forest here.

These deciszions reguire us to follow the NEPA
process and we are doing that as cooperating agencies to
FERC. And FERC's EIS is our EIS for those proposals. And I
want to be very clear about that. It's become apparent to
me over the week that that is not as clear as it should be.

The process for commenting on the BLM and the Forest Service

actions is th

FERC pro

, S0 you're in it now. And if
you have comments to make about our propesals, Paul will
tell you in a few minutes exactly how to make your comments
so that they go in the record.

I want to thank you for coming tonight. We're
glad to see you, and we're looking forward to hearing what

you have to fay. So, please either tell us tonight or tell
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us in writing. Thank you very much.

ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you, Miriam.

We are now at the beginning of a 90-day pericd
for taking comments on the DEIS. Comments can be filed with
the Commission up until February 13, 2015. The FERC keeps
the consolidate record for these proceedings, =0 please do
not send your comments to the BLM and the Forest Service,

Also, do not send me any personal emails,
There's an crganization out there who is misinforming the
public that they can send me comments via my email. It's
abseclutely not true. Those comments will not be considered
by the Commission. Only comments filed on the record will
be considered by the Commission. And here's how you can do
that.

First, you can and this is explained in our
Notice of Availability that was issued on November 7, 2014.
People have been asking where they can find the instructions
I'm currently giving you, and that's where. You can get a
copy of the Notice of Availability through the E-library
link in the FERC website, which is www.FERC.gov. You can
then go to documents and filings and then E-library and
everything in the recerd is in E-library.

So the way you can put your comments into
E-library is one, using what we call our E-comment feature

on the FERC webpage, or second, you can use the E-filing
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featurs on the FERC webpage, or third, you can write a
letter the old fashion way to the Secretary of the
Commission at 888 First Street, MN.E., Washington, D.C.
204286,

And again, vou can find all of these
instructions in our Neotice of Availability issued November
T, 2014 and you can find that through the Internet on
E-library at www,FERC.gov. Always remember to marck your
comments with the docket numbers CP13-483-000 for Jordan
Cove and CP13-452-000 for Pacific Connector.

Lastly, you can give oral comments tonight at
this meeting and they're being transcribed and every comment
given tonight will go into the public record.

All comments received, whether written or oral,
will be given equal weight by the FERC staff and will be
addressed in our Final EIS. It does not matter if your
comments were submitted the first day the DEIS wasz issued on
November 7 or on the last day when the comment pericd closes
on February 13, 2015.

While the purpose of tonight's meeting is to
take verbal comments on the DEIS, given the limited time
each presenter will have this forum, I urge you to send in
more detailed comments inte the FERC, either electronically
or in writing. The more specific your comments the better

we can address your Concerns.
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Comments like I'm in faver of this preject or I
am against this project are not particularly helpful from an
environmental standpoint. Those are not environmental
comments. And this is not a popularity contest nor is it an

election.

Last night somebody said how many people are

opposed to the project and everyone in the room raised their
hand., Well, that's not how the Commissioners make their
decisicns. Instead, try and focus your comments on
environmental issues raised in the DEIS.

After the comment pericd ends on February 13,

2015, the FERC staff and our third-party contractor,

together with the federal cooperating agencies, will review

the comments and address them in the FEIS. The FEF

will
igsue a Notice of Schedule in the near future that will
present a new date for the issuance of the FEIZ and the
S0=-day period for all other federal authorizations.

No decision about approving or not approving

this project has been made by the Commissioners at this

time. The EIS is not a decision document. The
Commissioners will look at the finding= in the EIS, together
with non-environmental and environmental factors such as
markets, tariffs and rates before they make their decision
about whether or net te authorize the project.

If the Commizsioners authorize the project,
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they'll do so in a preject order, and only parties teo the
proceeding, known as interveners, may legally gquestion that
decizion. The FERC's requirements for filing a motion to
intervene can be found under Title XVIII, Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 385.124.

While the perioed for filing a motion to

intervene has passed, the Commi oners will consider

requests for late intervention with good cause., Typically,
affected landowners and those with legitimate environmental
concerns who could not be represented by another are
considered to have good cause for intervention; however,
simply filing a comment will not give you intervener status.

But yvou do not need to be an intervenser to
comment on the environmental impact statement. Any
intervener may seek a re-hearing of the Commission's order.

If the Commission authorizes this project,
construction may not begin until after Jordan Cove and
Pacific Connector obtain all other necessary federal permits
and approvals.

At a minimum, this includes biclogical eopinions
from the Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine
Figheries Service under the Endangered Species Act; a
right-ocf-way grant for the pipeline issued by the BLM, under

the Mineral Leasing Act with concurrence from the Forest

Service and Reclamation; permits under the Clean Water Act,
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Section 404, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act to be
igsued by the Corps of Engineers; water guality
certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
issued by the Oregon Department of Environmental Qualityy
air quality permits issued by the ODEQ, and a determination
by the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development that the project would be consistent with the
Coastal Fone Management Act.

In additicon, the Energy and Facilities Siting
Council of the Oregon Department of Energy must approve the
South Dune Power Plant, which iz associated with Jordan
Cove's terminal.

Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector must document

that all pre-construction conditions n the of the FE =
order have been met before we would allow construction to
begin. After construction begins, it will be monitored by
the FERC staff and the federal land managing agencies.

Now is the part of the meeting that you've been

I remind

waiting for, where you, the public g to speak.
you that the purpese of this meeting is to hear public
comments on our DEIS. In general, I will not be responding
to your comments tonight unless you ask an administrative

gquestion that I happen to know the answer to; otherwise,

I'11 just be 1i ning. We will addre all your comments

in the Final EIS after we have done the appropriate

W-2133

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150113=-4007

18

19

20

21

22

3

24

18

> PDF (Unofficial) 01/13/2015

research.

Ea, here are some ground rules for this comment
meeting. After I call your name, please come to the
microphone up here at the front; speak clearly into the
microphone so that the court reporter can record what you
have to say. Identify yvourself and spell your name. If you

represent an organization, state the name of the

organization., If you are a landowner along the pipeline,
provide us with an approximate milepost of your property or
an address or cross streets.

If you have a written summary of your comments,
please give that to the Tetratech team at the back of the
room, and we'll make certain it gete into the public record.

My number one rule show respect to all speakers,
whether you agree with them or not. FPlease no cheering and
absolutely no booing.

Lasztly, because of the large number of people

whe want to speak, we'll limit each individual's time to

Steve h

{3

a pie of paper here with vellow
when you're at twe and a half minutes and then red at three,
and T will ask you to stop at three minutes so that the next
person has that opportunity teo speak.

With that, I'm going toe call the first person,
which is George Logan. And after George, you can line up

behind him =o thiz will go guicker, William Armstrong, Chuck

PM6
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Little, and Pat Lara.

ME. LOGAN: Hello. My name is George Logan.
That's G-e=-o=-r-g=-2, L=o=-g=-a-n, not Frank. And I represent
the Ironworkers Local Z9 out of Portland, Oregon.

This is a fantastic cpportunity to get a lot of
the building trades in there to build a nice, good size

project. The best thing about the

projects the bigger
they are the better the talent. Guys travel from all over
the country to come in here, train the local hands as well
as do a fine job of building. They're usually the safest
jobs because the more talented you have your pecple the
safer the job's going to be. They're looking out for each
other.

I want to thank everyone on the daiz for putting
up for the last five nights. This has been a great
education for myself too because I haven't got to do this
kind of a thing before, but I really appreciate everybody

that showed up tonight and the last five nights because it's

been a great experience.

Again, I represent the ironworkers, along with
the building trades. We've got 200,000 ironworkers across
the United Statesz and Canada, all of them have the

FPME-1
opportunity to come down here and work on this job. So,

we're really looking forward te it and we back it. And

thank you very much.

PM6-1

Comment noted.
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1 MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment.
Z Next iz William Armstrong.
3 ME. ARMETRONG: My name is William Armstrong.
4 William Armstrong, W-i-1-l1-i-a-m, A-r-m-s-t-r-o-n-g. I
] represent the Boilermakers Local 242 out of
[ Washington/sSpokane.
T There's a couple points I want to touch on that

& I've heard ov the we from everybody, the concerns. This
9 is a proposal that they are giving us. It's a rough draft,
10 so0 I would imagine that a lot of these concerns are going to
11 be addressed for the better for the majority of the people

12 when the final product is here.

13 Oregon laws becausze of all of we in the room and

14 everybody who's participated in this are some of the most

15 stringent in the naticn as far as BEQ air gquality, so I PMG-2
16 can't believe that it'll have the emissions impact that

17 everybody have been told about or that they're foreseeing.

18 If there was a clean, cost-e ctive way to produce energy

19 and power, lights, »rything that we need in our day day

20 lives, we'd build it, the boilermakers would with all the

21 other union crafts invelved, but that’'s just not the case.

22 So, these jobs that are here or they're

23 potentially going to be here coming from ocur local

24 communities, labor pool right here in the state. It's not

25 being ocutscurced. And I don't see how we can say no to the I FME-3

PM6
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jobs that this is geing to produce when everybody needs F;Mb'-l‘\
0Nt

money. Thank you.
ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next

is Chuck Little.

My name is Chuck Little, C-h-u-c-k,

L=i=t=t=1=2. I'm a field representative for Laborers Local

121. I'm also the secretary/treasurer of the Penc ton

Building Trad
On behalf of the Pendleton Building Trade
Council, I urge the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to
approve the Draft Envirommental Impact statement and move PMG4
forward with the construction of the Jordan Cove LNG
terminal and the Pacific Connector gas pipeline in southwest
Oregon.
The construction of the Jordan Cove LNG terminal
will employ a peak workforce of 2,100 with an average of 930
jobs lasting four years. Construction of the Pacific
Connector gas pipeline will empley a peak workforce of 1,400
with an average of 640 jobs lasting two years., Both of the
projects will pay family living wages and healthecare and
pension benefits,
The Jordan Cove LNG terminal will pay an average
of 25 millicn per year in property tax in Coos County. The
Pacific Connector gas pipeline will pay an average of 3

million per year in property taxes in Coos, Douglas,

PM6-4

Comment noted.
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1 Jackson, and Klamath Counties. These counties have suffered

Z for decades dues to the loss of timber jobs in southwest

3 Oregon. This iz a much needed revenue for these counties

4 for all types of public services,

] With an estimated cost of over 57 billion, this

[ will be the largest project in Oregon history. This will

T show the world that southwest Oregon is copen for busine

g Once construction of the Jerdan Cove LNG terminal and t
9 Pacific gas connector pipeline are completed they will
10 employ hundreds of pecple in the day-to-day operators of

11 these.

12 These projects have been under review for 10

13 years, MNow i2 the time to move forward with the

14 construction of both projects. Thank you very much.

15 MR, FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next

16 iz Pat Lara. After Pat is Jim Cooksey, then Darin McCarthy,

17 and then Justin Foudree. Pat.
18 ME. LARA: Patrick Lara, L-a-r-a, right here
19 nting the Boilermakers Local 243, Portland/Spo

20 Being to all the meetings of this last past week
21 here, some of the heartfelt stories of why not toe have this
22 project happen I understand that it's not going to be all

23 peaches and cream. I suppert this project and this i=s way.

24 How many people in this room have ever cpened up

ta

5 a frig and there not be enough, or driving away from your

PM6
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1 families, your wife, your small children because you have to

2 leave to go to a job to pay those two house payments that

3 you're behind. Jobs like this feed my family and keep my
4 house so they can be warm and safe.

5 Vis

ring the schools, talking to local people,

[ zeeing all the vacant houses, abandoned businesses, this

T pipeline is more like a lifeline for this community as well.
& Thank you.

9 ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next
10 is Jim Cocksey.

11 MR. COOKSEY: That's Jim Cocksey, C-o-o-k-s-e-y,
1z no "L."

13 ME. FRIEDMAMN: Thank you for correcting me.

14 ME. COOKSEY: Now, let's get one thing clear.

15 Neot everybedy in the room raised their hands last night. I

16 know of at least six or seven that didn't, s¢ get that
17 clear.
18 New, I'm Jim Cooksey with the boilermake

19 We

in faver of this preject. And I like what Pat said

20 about a lifeline because I've been driving around this end

21 of Oregon quite a bit in the last six, eight months and it's
22 a depressed area. Coos Bay I spent a week in August in Coos
23 Bay. I talked to a lot of pecple that lived there, kids,
24 young pecple and old people, and the younger folks are eager
25 to have thiz in. They need a chance to learn something.

PM6

Continued, page 23 of 75

PMG6-6

PME-E

Comment noted.

W-2139

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150113=-4007

21

22

3

24

PM6

Continued, page 24 of 75

> PDF (Unofficial) 01/13/2015

They need a chance to get some way out of Coos Bay, o

ATVE or the ¢

than working on

And building trades that will be building this
plant will be training peocple right there, local pecple
right there on the site. And once you have a craft, once
you have an ability to do something in the construction

tr

you'll never go hungry again. That was told to me 42
years ago, and it's true,

And I heard last night, it was addressed that
these were temporary jobs. Well, I've been doing temporary

jobs for 42 years and made a pretty damn good living out of

it. 8o, you know, that holds no water with us. But this FET
plant ig going to provide a lot of jobe, a lot individuals
will have an opportunity to learn a craft and keep it with
them as long as they're able to work.
So, with that, once again the boilermakers are
PME-3

strongly in favor of this project and hope to =ee it go.
Thank you.

MR.

L IEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next

iz Darin MeCarthy.

ME. MCCARTHY: My name is Darin McCarthy, and
I'1ll spell it, D-a-r-i-n, M-c-C-a-r-t-h-y. I know you
butchered it earlier, but it's cool.

But I stand here tonight, and I'm a pretty

passionate guy all the way a round, but I'm a realist too.

b PMG6-7
sino or whatever, PM6'8

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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If somebody was to shut these lights off right now, where
would we be at? Each one of yvou and every one of yvou in
thiz place probably have a cell phone, have a battery, one
way or the other you plug it into the wall. Well, believe
it or not folks, it takes power to do that and it takes
ENSrgy .

The boilermakers we're the ones -- we're the
dirty, rotten bunch that build these poilers the natural gas
plants, over 10 in of them are in this state, we're the ones
who built these that produce your electricity so you can
wash your clothes, put heat in your house, turn on the
lights so you can read something. Every time you go tonight

you go to bed I want every time vou go flip your light
switch I want you to remember a boilermaker was part of that
"cause that is part of our trade.

We are the temporary ones., We're not the 1

But what we are we're

percent, not in one way or the other.

pecple just like everybody else, and we got to have a living

just like anybody
Noew, let me talk a little bit about eminent
domain. I heard a lot about it last night. You know
something, eminent domain, every one of you drive up and
down I-95, didn't you? Was that part of eminent domain?

Every one of you go to Wal-Mart, go to Sherrie's whatever,

waz that part of eminent domain?
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Well, all I can say te you guys is this we geot
to be real about it. Whether vou like or whether you don't
like it, whether we ship this shit across ~*** all the way
over to Asia or wherever, power has to be here regardless
whether you like it. If we're going to go back to, what,
horse and buggy? Well, whoe's going to harness them? Let's
hang with it, ockay?

But what it comes down to is this, you want to
talk about eminent domain here's eminent domain. The
Williams Pipeline goes from Canada all the way through the
State of Washington all the way through the State of Oregon
right down to the I-5 corrideor. Right down it gang. And
you think it's a 10-inch line? Mo, no, noe. It's 3é-inch
there.

Now let me tell you scmething. Therse's another

pipeline and it's called the Ruby and it goes right through
thiz area.

MR. F

AIEDMAN: Darin, we're going to wrap up

here

ME. MCCARTHY: So, what I want to =ay is this
I'm done, but I just want you guys to know this, It's
reality.

ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment.

Justin Fauderee, then John Hutter, then Albert Devita, and

then Gary Jackson.
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1 MR. FAUDEER: Justin Fauderee. That's

Z J=-u=-g=-t=-i-n, F-a-u-d-e-r-e-s, T represent the hoilermakers
3 and the apprenticeship of the Boilermakers Local 242,

4 I'm a graduate apprentice and can't speak highly
] encough of all that I've learned and all the valuable things
[ that I've seen going into the facilities around the state

T and seeing how they're built and operated and maintained,

& and the safety and excellence that's brought to the

9 facilities.

10 I just like to reiterate that we're bringing and
11 invelving the best engineering firms and the highest

12 technologies, the most quality materials available, and the
13 bezt, most skilled workforces for this project. I'd also

14 like to =ay that with thi= project we're preparing for the PMB-a
15 worse and willing to accept nothing but the best. Thank

16 wou.

17 ME. FRIEDMAMN: Thank yvou for your comment. John
18 Hutter.

19 ME. HUTTER: Hi. My name is John Hutter,

20 spelled J-o-h-n, H-u-t-t-e-r. And little bit about me. I
21 am an electrician by trade for the last 20 years., I am a

22 part of an electrical workers union called the Internaticnal
23  Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 659.

24 So, the most important thing that I can tell you
25 iz I'm a part of about 250 electricians locally here and our

PM6-9

Comment noted.

W-2143

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150113=-4007

1

21

22

3

24

28 PM6

Continued, page 28 of 75

> PDF (Unofficial) 01/13/2015

union was founded on safety. It's a big deal to us, S0 we

in the

go out and we work in your hospitals. We wor
zchools. We work on power plants. We work on pipelines.
But what I want to tell you as far as the environment, I've
been on two projects here in Modoc County. And in those
projects when we're doing the electrical work we did not
move the soil. We did our pertion. The laborers did their
portion. But what I can say is when the so0il was moved it
was placed very carefully back in the same area that it was
and I went on Google maps recently, showed my kids the site
that we worked on down near Altouris and you can see the
compression station, but outside of that area and cutside of
that fence that's protected by lightening protection in
every gingle building there there's no area where you can
see the pipeline. It's high desert., It's a beautiful area
outside of Wagner Mountains and it looks the same today as
it waz w hen we first got there.

So, if we're going to go in and work on this
particular preoject, I can tell you that we're going to
handle it with the care that FERC would expect us to, and we
are environmentalist., We fly fish. We kayak. We have
drift boats, and we love the environment. So, we will take
care of that property. And we need the work =o that we can PMB-10
be a part of ocur community. Thank you.

ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.

PM6-10

Comment noted.
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1  Albert Devita.
Z ME. DEVITA: Good evening. My name is Albert
3 Devita. That is D-e-v-i-t-a. I'm a member of Laborers
4 Local 296, and I've been a member of the Laborers for 33
] yvears, I am also -- I've worked for the international union
[ in training for about eight wyears and I'm the training

T director now in the State of Oregon.

g I have worked on and been arcund several
9 pipelines in my career. My experience working and what I've
10 seen is that there's a high degree of attention paid to

11 safety. Every person on the job gets site-specific

12 training, but also every craft person on the job is trained.
13 There are contractors big contractors do these jobs and
14 they don't do them without a good safety record, and the
15 =ame is true for the Jordan Cove Project.

16 One t

ng I want to point out is that we're
17 talking about skill-building trades and they all have joint
18 labor management training programs, 5o unions are interested

19 in taking care of their own peop making sure that they're

20 safe, making sure that they can go home at the end of every
21 day. Ewvery union has some type of environmental training
22 and so there's going to be skilled people working with

23 skilled contractors putting a lot of attention to detail
"re on

24 inte environmental is : that could arise while the

25 the job.

PM6
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All the trades have apprenticeship program, and
20 this ig -- right now we have about 50 percent of people
under 25 years old are under employed, 50 percent of the

pecple in the country under 25 are under employed.

Apprentic p is a vehicle to get these people out of your
house and my house and inte the working world and getting
taxes to come in. And lots of the other brothers have

mentioned the positive

impacts to the economy, and s¢ that's PME-17

why we should build this. Thank you.
MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment.
Hext is Gary Jackson. And after Gary is Tony Pate, Sandra
Pate, Jerry Pouliot, and Steve Williamson.

MER. JACKSON:

I'm Gary Jackson. I'm the

buziness agent for the International Laborers Union Local
296 out of Medford, Oregon.

A lot of controversy about this gas line being
owned by a Canadian company and all the profits going to
It is owned a

this Canadian company, well, that's true.

Canadian company. And yes, they are going to make profits,
But there's also a chance for the local economies to make a
lot of money off of this thing too.

There's already a gas line that is geing to heook
into at Myrtle Creek and run back south back into the Grants
Pass area.

There's also provisions made for this gas line

to have laterals attached to it 2o it can provide different

PM6-12

Comment noted.
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types of manufacturing in a let of different remote areas.

Hell, we could put this gas line clear back down into
Jogephine County that's really suffering right now.

As far as employment on this job, at Coos Bay

itself there's going to be a peak employment of about 2,100
pecple there. On the gas line itself, there's going to be

about 1,400 people employed there. Eight hundred to a

thousand of these people are going to be laborers, wk 1 are
represented by the laborers union.

There's also going to be approximately 150
full-time employees employed at this facility once it's
completed, another 700 indirect jobs, such as restaurant

people, stores, of thing, and 2n another 50

people, 50 jobs which i= going to be paid for by the Jordan
Cove folks for public safety people, tugbeoat drivers and
that type of thing.

And FERC has established guidelines and mandates

that have to be met by the Jordan Cove and the pipeline

folks in order to satisfy the

ts. So, if these guys
reach those mandates and guidelines that are set forth, I

would rec

ommend and hope that the FERC would issue this
permit so we can proceed with this.

Al=o, I would request that no extensicns in time
are allowed on this comment period. Thank you.

ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank yvou for your comment. Tony

PM6
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Comment noted.
Comment noted.

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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1 Pate.
Z ME. PATE: My name is Tony Pate, T-o-n-y,
3 P-a=-t=g, and I represent the United Brotherhood of
4 Carpenters ocut of Local 271 run out of Eugene, Oregon.
] And I stand in favor of this project. There's
[ lot of different issues, and we heard a lot of good stuff
T tonight. I think on my heart we've heard about youth
& getting 3 Labor unions tend to bring people in, in
9 apprenticeships, and that's a good thing. The guy just
10 talked about all the kids that don't have work.
11 The other side or the other peint I'd like to

PM6

Continued, page 32 of 75
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12 make is the economy in these four counties sucks, and I love

13 Coos Bay and I live here in Klamath Falls, and I've been
14 living around a pipeline for a lot of years and it hasn't
15 really affected me.

16 This money coming from Canada people go, you
17 know, it's going back to Canada, but if they pay me a wage
18 here, or if they pay you a wage it pretty much stays right
19 here, plus the §3 million approximately per county, which
20 will go to schools and law enforcement, which we've been
21 shot in the leg by the timer industry. We don't have a

22 timber industry any meore, so I think this would be a good

23 use to make a right-a-way cross some of our beautiful

24 national fo

25 I happen to be a hunter and fisherman and a

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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hiker, and I've seen more animals in these right-of-ways
than in the deep, dark woods, so there's a benefit there., I
know that with the oversight of your FERC committee and the
Forest Service and the BLM and the BOR, you know, that you
can't pull the wool over anvbody's eyes, It will be a right
on project. And like I szay, I stand in favor of that. ALl
jobs are temporary, you know. I°'ve been worker for the
carpenters since 1997 and my favorite day I s when my job
runs out and I'm lecking for another cne.

Now, that might sound weird, but I get a little

bit of a break there. It's treated me real well. And the

other thing about that is there are family wage jobs that,

vou know, they pay they aren't like a Wal-Mart job.

Excuse me Wal-Mart, but so that's a good point. And PME-18

between the tax base, the money that'll stay here from the

developers, the permanent and temporary jobs and vou know,

it"ll make all four counties a lot better. I stand in favor
of the project, but the Jordan Cove and the Pacific
cConnector. Thank you.

MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next
iz Sandra Pate.

MS. PATE:

I'm one of the wives of the

temporary workers, and it's been really geood. And I've been

a person of eminent domain, and it was a pretty good

process,. They treated us well. They did good. And it's

PM6-18

Comment noted.
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1 nothing bad. And progress is good. Let's do progress.
Z ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next
3 iz Jerry Pouliot, and please correct me if I've
4 mispronounced your name.
] ME. POULIOT: My name is Jerry, J-e-r-c-vy,
[ Pouliot, P=o=-u=l=-i-o=-t.
T I've been a carpenter for almost 31 years,

& United Brotherhood of Carpente

s. In 2008, I was cut of
9 work from 2008, January 2008 to June 2010. And in that
10 period of time, I spent over £50,000 of my own savings. It

11 was hard. But as hard as it was for me, and some of the

12 people around here in Klamath Falls, it was that much harder
13 for the past 25 years in Coos Bay/North Bend. And I have a

14 lot of friends, and it's been very depressed. And it's hard

15 teo have hope when you're living on food stamps and on

16 welfare and yvou can't pay yvour own bills. This would he a
17 boom for them. This would be a boom for this city, for

18 everything in between, and it would be great for Oregon, the
19 of the country, and probably en Ukraine. Thank you.

20 MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.

21 Hext is Steve Williamson. After Steve is Lennie Ellis, John

arke, and John Scofield.

23 ME. WILLIAMSON: My name is Steve Williamson.

24 That's S-t-e-v-e, W-i-l-1-i-a-m- -n. I am the

25 representative for the United Food and Commercial Workers.

PM6
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Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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We are the largest private secter union in the State of
Oregon. We represent over 1,900 people. And we support
thiz project.

Oone of the major reasons iz it's going to bring
money to our community to keep our members working, and it
alse brings in living wages. We feel that there's a large

need for this project to go through so that we can bring PMg-22

MO, inte our community and keep our members working.
Thank you.

MR. F

:IEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next
is Lennie Ellis.
MR. ELLIS: My name is Lennie Ellis. I'm the

buzinese manager of L-g=-n=-n=-i-a, E=l=-l-i-=.

I'm the business manager of W Local Union 659
in southern Oregon. We have about 2,000 members that live,
work, and play in all the counties that this pipeline will

be crossing, and we've done a pretty good job of locking at

the impact, environmentally and economically, and we think

the economic impacts far cutweigh the minimal environmental
impacts.

The area that the pipeline is going toe be
running through is crisscrossed by tens of thousands of
miles of transmission distribution electric lines and that's

had minimal impact on the environment te this point. And

alzo there are many miles of gas transmiszsion lines and gas

PM6-21
PME-21 PM6_22

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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1 distribution lines that Avista serves in this area. There's

been very little impact from those,
3 My 2,000 members and their families are in full
4 support of this pipeline. Thank you.
5 ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank yvou for your comment. Next
[ iz John Clarke. And after John Clarke is John Scofield,

Bill Gow, Clarence and Bob Barker.

ME. CLARKE: Jo¢hn Clarke, mil i Mayor,
9 fire chief, peolice chief of my own development.
10 I've been confused with some information that
11 hasz come out, and I can't reconcile it. And =o, I want to
12 put it inte the record what the confusion is.
13 Back when we were doing the scoping, we were
14 processing .9 billion cubic feet of gas, but we were using
15 of power. The proposal now shows
16 s of power, so that's TOo-megawatts of power more
17 zame gas. So, there's confusion in that. In
18 the Draft EIS, there's no restriction for increasing the
19 volumes of gas just as long as you don't change the

20 commodity going through the pipe.

21 Neow, I presented a paper in or

in frent of one of the f nning commissio

23 member who is probably present here tonight stated that the

24 pressure in Douglas County in the coastal zone management
25 area of the pipe would be about %00 pe=i. It was going to

Continued, page 36 of 75

Comment noted.

Jordan Cove can only use the amount of natural gas specified in the
Commission Order. In a filing on January 15, 2015, Jordan Cove
clarified that it has designed its facility to receive a maximum of
1.03 billion cubic feet per day (Bcf/d) of natural gas from Pacific
Connector and produce a maximum of 6.8 million metric tons per
annum (MMTPA) of LNG. The planned non-jurisdictional South
Dune Power Plant would generate up to 420-megawatts (MW) of
electricity for use by the LNG terminal. This is all disclosed in
section 1 of the EIS.
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PM6-25

leave Malin at 1480 psi, seo if you did the math, you came
out that it lost about three pounds for every mile it
traveled because it only going to be one compressor station

that was in the area of Malin.

So, in doing those calculations, there was still
50 miles to go to get to the coast, 2o you would have a
reduction again of another 150 pounds. Sa, the
computations are terrible. I mean they're really hard teo
compute gas if you figured ocut all this stuff. But I got a
factor from my friend at the PUC, and it shows that a
36-inch pipe at you take the size of the pipe and you
take the pressure and then you times this factor of .372
and that tells vou what the psi or the discharge or how much
gaz ig in that l-foot of pipe.

And if you do the math on what I've just told
you, the pressyre would be about 750 pounds per pressure at
Jordan Cove, and that iz a 52 percent

that's 52 percent

of what they started with. So, the problem I'm having is

why are we building such a large generation facility when

we're not geing to be processing the gas unless, of course,
down the road they're going toe put the compressor station PMB-25
in. And I've said all along they're geoing in at Clark

Branch and increase the volumes because we know that they

can import 1.55 billien cubic feet of natural gas from

Canada. That's enough. Thank you.

Pacific Connector can only transport the amount of natural gas
authorized by the FERC in its Project Order. There are no plans on
the record for a new compressor station at Clarks Branch.
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MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. John
Scofield.

ME. SCOFIELD: Hi. My name iz John Scofield,
affected landowner residing at 1868 Hoover Hill Road,
Winston, Oregon.

I had a couple of ¢uestions. Firet of all,
doing some reading trying te get through some of this DEIS.
One I read about my main concern in eminent domain as a
landowner, and this kind of thing is coming right through,
wvery close to our house, is on their application to FERC I
believe there's supposed te be a box for either a commentary
or a utility company and I haven't been able to find a copy

of their application. Ig that public information?

ME. FRIEDMAN: Yes. The application is public
and it was filed I want to say June of 2013, right? And
it's in CP13-492-000. You go to www.FERC.gov, go to

documents and filings, go to E-library, put in the document
number and the date and you can get the whole application.

ific

John Clarke, the application for Jerdan, for Pa

Connector alse includes their engineering calculations for
moving the gas from Merlin te Jordan Cowve, including some
interesting drawings you might want to lock at.

MR. SCOFIELD: Thank you.

A follow-up guestion te that is once they check

a box as either a commentary or & utility, which I believe
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iz on that application, wheo verifies that because that seems

to come up a lot in other pipeline caes

45 no one every
challenge them on who if they really are a common carrier
or a utility company.

MER. FRIEDMAN: The FERC does not have that box,

24 that application those boxes aren't checked because

it's not a FERC thing. It's maybe something that's done

locally here in QOregon, but we don't <o that at FERC. The
Commission will find it's a public utility when it makes it
order and issues a certificate of public convenience and
necessity.

MR. SCOFIELD: Okay.

ME. FRIEDMAN: So, it's the Commissioners who
make that decision.

MR. SCOFIELD: Commissioners make that decision

ME. FRIEDMAN: They make that decision.

ME. SCOFIELD: ©Okay. Along with that, though,
becomes this power of eminent domain.

MR. FRIEDMAN: That is correct, not until after
a certificate iz issued.

MR. SCOFIELD: o©Okay, who -- I guess, because my
understanding is it's either a common carrier utility and
they've got to gualify for either cne of those two or

ME. FRIEDMAN: All they need is a certificate of

public convenience and necessgity issued by the Commissioners
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1 and that gives them eminent domain.

10 PM6

Continued, page 40 of 75

PM6-26

That's all

1-1, G=o=-w. I

ME. SCOFIELD: oOkay. Okay. Great.
3 I needed to know. Thanks.
4 ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.
5 Bill Gow.
6 MR. GOW: My name's Bill Gow, B-i
T live at Clarks Branch Road, Roseburg, Oregon.
& I've worked against this thing for about seven

9 years now.
10 the project will last,

11 EIS, which most pecple, I

I've probably put more time in this thing than
but there's 5,000 pages in this Draft

assume, have probably neot even

12 read it, listening to the comments, and you know, you take

13 that over 90 days that's 55 pages a day that I have to

14 absorb.

15 Okay, you throw in the holidays. You throw in
16 all this other stuff that's going on that we want to do some
17 with and it's one thing just to blow through it.

19 A person like me I'm very, very he

20 impacted. There's more

wer thing to really try to read this thing.
avily

than me for this thing than just a

21 couple years of work, okay. This thing's going right

22 through my ranch. It affects it ruins our family's

23 operation forever, not just for a couple of years and you e
24 on to somewhere else. This thing ruins me forever.

25 And after the construction i= all gone, guess who has to

After installation of the buried pipeline, the right-of-way would be
restored, and a rancher could grow hay or pasture on the surface
and graze livestock right over the pipeline. The company would
compensate landowners for any damages.
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1 deal with this mess, me and my family.

Okay, the DEIS does a horrible job of addres
3 what happens after everybody's gone. e tried to rea

4 sugh this thing and find differ I'm not all
5 the way through it, but it does a horrible job of addressing
[ the long-term, heavily impacted people like myself. It's

more addressed to the short-term stuff.

If this is such a great project,

9 shouldn't even be needed. You know, if all these f

10 in faver and want it, you knew, there

11 pecple's property for this thing te go on besides mine.

ople

should be plenty o

eminent domain

are

¥

12 But it's a funny thing out of 300 and some landowners 50
13 percent of we are against it. 2o, if there's =o many people
14 thinks it's such a great deal, checkerboard it over on their

15 property. You den't it. d<kay.

16 bad about this thing.
17 Take eminent domain off the table.
1 shouldn’ i And u know, eminent domain had its

And that's what's really

19 1 I :n used for the good of American people,
0 This it does not
21 good -- yeah, it does provide a few jobs, but there's a lot
more te life than that. And us pecple have wen 1t and put
23 something together and we don't want it ruined by some
24 foreign company.
There is 4.8 of the DEIS, at 2.14 states that

PM6
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PM6-29

PME-28

Long-term impacts of the Project are addressed in the EIS. Section
2.6 of the EIS discusses operation and maintenance of facilities.

The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. The Commission would
make its decision on public benefit in its Project Order.

Douglas County issued a land use compatibility statement for the
Pacific Connector pipeline in the portion of the county outside the
coastal management zone. In the coastal zone, Douglas County
issued a conditional use permit to Pacific Connector in 2009, which
was amended and affirmed in 2014 by the Board of Commissioners
allowing the Project. The Oregon Department of Land
Conservation and Development (ODLCD) determines consistency
with the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA). Their review is
ongoing and a determination has not yet been made. Pacific
Connector is required by FERC to file ODLCD's determination
once available and will only be allowed to proceed if approved
under the CZMA.
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PM6-30 The Clarks Branch Meter Station is described in section 2.1.2.2,
and the location is shown on the pipeline facility maps included in
P29 appendix C. The station is not directly on Dole Road, but nearby
just to the east at approximately MP 71.5, connected to Dole Road
_ e e by a proposed new permanent access road.

. PM6-31 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

PM6-32 The FEIS addresses comments raised on the DEIS.

1 Pacific Connector has a pemmit for Douglas County. That is
not true. That i= tied up. There's just full of stuff like

3 that. It zaid in this EIS for the people who have actually

4 =at down and read it, it's a very inadequate thing

[ there. It's not even on Clark Branch Road any more

what I can understand and read in there., It's

down to Dole Read, or that's where it's going to

9 lateral, but it's so poorly addressed is there that you

. o PME-30
10 can't even tell what's geing on in this thing.
11 If it iz moved te Dole Read, it heavily impacts
12 me. I need to w that stuff. The whole thing is jus
13 the people who actually try to read thig thing and actually
14 try to study it and actually find out and have a dog in the
15 fight this thing is a horrible EIS, and I would like to ask
PME-31
16 for an extension period and I would like to see this thing
17 redone where it actuwally addresses today's problems and
PME-3
18 where the alternate routes and stuff, not just
19 =k in there, Thank you.
20 Thank you for your comments.
21
22 ME. ADAMS: Clarence Adams, C=-l-a-r-e=-n=-c-e,

23 A-d-a-m-s. I'm an affected landowner, milepocst 55.8, and
24 I'm representing Landowners United.

25 There's a as Bill mentioned, there a bit of
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confusion in this decument. ¢n page 4-99%1, it states "The
pipeline will be buried 24 to 3@ We've been .
told three feet all along. That needs
be cleared up.

Also, I would propose that anytime the pipeline

crogses ground that needed to be worked in the future that PME-34
ot deep, and I would like FERC to do
re that purview,

Also, I would like an explanation of this
statement. It's on 5-18. It says, "Along the route we were
unable to identify communities containing a
disproporticnately high percentage of minorities, low-inco PM6-35
houzehold, elderly, children, and non-English speakers, or
other vulnerable populations the project would adversely
affect.” What the hell deoes that mean? It's a gquestion.

MR. FRIEDMAN: Remember I said I would answer
all guesticnz in the FEIS.

MR. ADAMS: Okay. I'1l look forward to this

one., And the example of the I-5 Corridor and eminent
domain, one of our county commissiocners brought that up at
one of the meetings in Douglas County to justify his support

for that, and I thought at the time that was the stupidest
example I ever heard, and I kept my mouth shut.

Well, I will not deo that again. The only way

that example would gualify was if I-5 wasz built by a =ingle

PM6-33

PM6-34

PM6-35

See section 2.4.2.1 of the FEIS. Pacific Connector stated it would
bury its pipeline up to 36 inches deep in Class 1 areas with normal
soils and 24 inches deep in Class 1 areas with consolidated rock.
The trench may be deeper at stream crossings with scour concerns,
or areas with geological hazards.

You can negotiate that request with Pacific Connector for the
easement crossing your land.

It means that the pipeline route would not cross communities
identified to have a much greater percentage of people below the
poverty line or minorities than the state average. See section
4.9.2.9 in the FEIS.
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1 company whe only had their trucks running on it and wouldn't

Z let anyk y else on it. Thank vou.
3 ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next
4 is Bob Barker. &And after Bob is Robert Moore, Dan Bailey,

] Al Shropshire, and Mark Barrows.

[ ME. BRREKE

Good evening to you all. Eob
T Barker, B-&-b, B-a-r-k-e-r. You ought to have that pare

& sgquared by now,

9 You know, as a landowner, you know, the eminen
10 demand issue, you know, obviocusly we disagree with the use

11 of eminent domain in this particular set of circumstances.
12 We realize that that's a part of the Natural Gas Act when
13 you approve the project, which I no doubt the certificate
14 will be issue and the power of eminent domain goes with

15 that, so that leaves us neo option, other than te fight the
16 project until the end, which, of course, we will do. But

17 think it's you know, in a review of an environmental

18 impact report and there® n lots of commentary, much of
19 that has not had anything te do with the environmental

20 impact report.

21 I can assure you that I and various

22 organizations that I work with will be very, very thorough
23 in reviewing all 5,000 pages of that document and we will

24 before the date, whether it's February 13 or later,

25 depending on what is finally done.

t

I

You will get very, very

PM6
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The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.
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1 thorough comments. We want the best product we can get.
Z Obviously, we'll continue to work to defeat the project, but
3 we want a good EIS.
4 And I certainly commend you for listening to all
] these comments, and we'll do our best to get you information

[ that will help vou with a better product.

T MR. FRIEDMAN:

Thank you.

Thank you for your comments. And

& of course, we look forward to seeing your detailed, written

9 comments.

10 but I'11 just reiterate them.

11 document iz draft, and we know it's not perfect,

Going back, these are things I've said before,

The first word of the

and we hope

12 that these comments that we get will help us perfect that

13 document .

14 The other thing about eminent domain, and I've

15 said this before too, before € he FERC issues a certificate

16 we hope that the pipeline will work in good faith with

17 landowners and reach an agreement. If eminent

domain is

18 used, it is loecal courts that determine the price of the

19 property, not Williams, not the FERC.

20 UNIDENTIFIED MALE AUDIENCE MEMBER:
21 industry man. That is so ridiculous.

22 ME. FRIEDMAMN: You know what, Bill,
23 ridiculous. It's true.

24 UNIDENTIFIED MALE AUDIENCE MEMBER:

25 ridiculous.

You are an

it's not

It is
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1 MR. FRIEDMAN: 1It's the law, and that's the way
2 it
3 UNIDENTIFEID MALE AUDIENCE MEMEBER: Mo, it
4 isn't. I thought the law said the last offer.
] ME. FRIEDMAN: No, no, no, if you go to eminent
[ domain, you doen't have an agreement. If there's no
T agreement, all right, the twe parties don't agree, then a
& local court will set the price, not Williams and not the
9 FERC.
10 UNIDENTIFIED MALE AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's the
11 last piece.
12 ME. FRIEDMAN: The very end of the process.
13 Exactly. Clarence got it. Thank vou. So, thisg iz Robert
14 Moore.
15 MR. MOORE: That is correct, Mr. Chairman on the
16 panel.
17 ME. FRIEDMAN: No, I'm just Paul.
18 MR. MOORE: Parden?
19 MR. R IEDMAN: My name is Paul.
20 MR. MOORE: Okay, Chairman Paul.
21 MR. FRIEDMAN: No, not chairman.
22 MR. MOORE: row that out there anyway.
23 Anyway, I'm a resident of the county. I live in

24 the proximity of the pipeli pathway, an active pe

25 within the community.

PM6
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1 MR. FRIEDMAN: Name please.
Z ME. MOORE: My name is Robert Moore,
3 B=o=h=g=r=t, M=o=0=r=-g.
4 ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you.
] ME. MOORE: m in support of the project. I IFMGS?
[ have bheen invelved with utilities systems all my life and T
T =ee that there’'s no major problem with this one. People are
& concerned about some of the other aftermath; they might look
9 at what the Ruby Pipeline results are and how they've put
10 that together in the cleanup and the re-growth on that, the
11 rebuild of that particular pipeline, which will a similar
12 experience with the 36-inch line going over to Coos Bay.
13 I am in support of this. Primarily, I look to
14 the future. Energy is the backbone of our economy and we
15 are an area most everybody here knows our economy is Very
16 poor. Looking ahead, this does give us cpportunity for
17 additional support. We do have pipelines coming in from
18 other sources. People have been living with those., They've
19 been in our proximity for some period of time, ¢ the safety
20 and the installation of those are not quite as well, but
21 what our newer technology provides us,
22 S0, I am in strong suppeort because I'm looking

23 ahead at what this can provide us, and new industry and

PME-38
24 other things will have a demand for natural gas or any other

25 type of energy because that is the engine of our community.

PM6
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Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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1 And hopefully, we will move our communities into a more
Z active and economically sound base for the people that live PME-38

Cont.

3 here. And maybe one day we'll have jobz for our own
4 youngsters who are growing up here.
] So, otherwise, I'm just going to put down I'm
[ supporting. I will be submitting a letter to your group via
T the proce z described, and I will leave it at that point.
& And again, I put down that I'm supporting the project.
9 ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Dan
10 Bailey, then Al Shropshire, and then Mark Barrows.
11 ME. BAILEY: Hello. I'm Dan Bailey, D-a-n,
12 B-a-i-l-e-y, the president of Southern Oregon Building and
13 Construction Trades Council, and a member of Local 290,
14 Thank you very much for this forum for allowing everyone to
15 =speak.
16 I know there's peen -- I'm going to repeat a lot
17 of stuff. This preject, an %% million iz almost nearly
18 58 billion for this project toe be built here, at peak on
19 both projects, approximately 3,500 construction workers. 1T
20 heard something last night about the Mastech Project that
21 was ran over there and done by a non-union outfit did that
22 project.
23 We were the champions of that project getting to
24 the agencies, of deoing all the legwork, all the pictures,
25 the documentation, getting it to the proper agencies and
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1 getting them fined, getting them actually kicked off of that

Z project. It was poorly done. We went back in, fixed the
3 leak=z on those pipes, and tried to do the best we could in
4 fixing the problems.

] ME. FRIEDMAN: Dan, I'm going to have you

[ clarify the project yvou're talking about. It is the Coos

T County Pipeline. Correct?

g MR. BAILEY: Correct.

9 ME. FRIEDMAN: Was that FERC jurisdictiocnal?
10 UNIDENTIFIED MALE AUDIENCE MEMBER: HNo.

11 MR. FRIEDMAN: No is the correct answer.

1z MRE. BRILEY: No. Okay.

13 ME. FRIEDMAN: TIt's not FERC'2 jurisdiction.
14 ME. BARILEY: Okay. But wyou know, I heard that

15 last night in a statement that was brought up at the meeting

16 last night, and I just wanted to reiterate that, you know,
17 we are very environmentally conscious on these projects.
18 And T just wanted to poeint that out. Thank you.

19 MR. W IEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Al

20 Shropshire.

21 MR. SHROPSHIRE: My name iz Al Shropshire,

22 g-h-r-o-s-h-i-r-e, and I represent Local 290, the Plumbers
23 and Steamfitters. We have approximately 4,300 members.

24 Most of them live here in Oregon. They're plumbers,

25 steamfitters, and pipeliners. We're the guys that actually

PM6
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Comment noted.

W-2165

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150113=-4007

1

50

PM6

Continued, page 50 of 75

> PDF (Unofficial) 01/13/2015

weld the pipe up on the pipelines.

And

re's heen a lot comments here tonight

about the validity of thisz project. And of course, we're
PME40
certainly in faver of it. I had the good fortune to in 1992

work on the PGE-PGT pipeline that actually ran from Canada
to Fresno, California through Oregon, Washington, and the

State of California, and I w

rked on the spread right here
out of Klamath Falls.

And I guess I never really had an oppeortunity to
thank the citizens of Klamath Falls for that job. It was a
really nice job. We were treated very well here in the
community, and I think we treated the community very well.
We gpent a lot of money living here, and I think it was a
good deal all around.

But our members certainly want these jobs, and
we certainly want the environment protected. Every single
one of us love to be outside, hunt, fish, take a walk in the

woods .

And so thank you very much.

. hoping
that the process goes smoothly and the law is followed all
the way around. I hope the property owners are protected
and the preject is built. Thank you.
MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.

Next is Mark Barrows, then Wanda Baker, then John Mohlis,

and then Charles Massey.

PM6-40

Comment noted.
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MR. BARROWS: That's Mark Barrows with a "K,"

B-a-r-r-o-w-5. I'm a local 271 carpenter.

I am in support of this. The funds generated
through taxes -- I love Klamath and Coos Bay, and it's been
s=aid before. They're broke. They're broke counties. We

could use the tax money. And this project at the Bay could
be a humingous stepping stone for big things over there.
S0, thank you, in support.

ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.
Wanda Baker.

MS. BAKER: Hi. My name's Wanda Baker,
W-a-n-d-a, B-a-k-e-r. I want to thank you tonight for
letting us do this.

My concerns are with milepost 78 through %1. I
am a landowner. We have a lot of riverbanks and there’s a
lot of damage that can be done because of loose soil. We
have a lot of high water in those areas at certain times,
obviously in the winters, creates a lot of problems. I do
not see how this pipeline can go across some of these creeks
that we have. The lock like little, tiny streams, but in
the wintertime they rage and you can see 3- and 4-foot
through stumps, things of that sort, full trees geoing down

the river or the creek.

the steep terrain. We have

a lot of slides in that area. If we should get forest fires

PM6
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PME-43

PM6-41
PM6-42

PM6-43

Comment noted.

Section 4.4 discusses stream crossing methods for large and small
streams and BMPs to minimize erosion and restoration of stream
banks.

The EIS includes an extensive evaluation of landslide hazards and
outlines measures for crossing steep terrain; see section 4.2.
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u gee it on TV tonight, every night,

flooding hecause of

fire situaticr

hold the seil back. This is going teo

It's going cause problems with us

have about what you're doing with that kind of

The avenue that will be created from the fire
where you're geoing to have to have your right-of-way kept
clear you're going to have brush that's going to grow up.
You're going to have grasses. This is an absolute freeway
are not geoing to

for not only all kinds of vegetation that

be pleasant. Some of them are going to create a fire

have people on A

Gatez and fences «

for the water.

PMBE-43
Cont

PME-46

PME-47

PM6
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We address impacts on timber is section 4.5 of the EIS. You may
have to negotiate deeper burial of the pipeline for road crossings on
your property; however, the pipe would be buried and would not
obstruct the movement of equipment or logs across the easement.

The EIS addresses fire risk in section 4.5. In section 2, it is
discussed that the right-of-way would be mowed and maintained
on a periodic basis.

Sections 4.8.1.2 and 4.10.2.5 of the EIS addresses OHV controls.

As stated on page 4-355 of the DEIS and in the Groundwater
Supply Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, pre-construction surveys
would be conducted to confirm the presence and locations of all
groundwater supplies for landowners within and adjacent to the
proposed pipeline right-of-way. Pacific Connector has stated that
it would further verify exact locations of springs and seeps during
easement negotiation with landowners.

As discussed in section 4.4.2.1, in its Groundwater Supply
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, Pacific Connector states that
should it be determined after construction that there has been an
effect to groundwater supply (either yield or quality), Pacific
Connector would provide a temporary supply of water, and if
determined necessary, would replace the affected supply with a
permanent water supply. Mitigation measures would be
coordinated with the individual landowner to meet the landowner’s
specific needs.
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The cost of getting the timber ocut in the future
I think I already addressed. Safety from explosions I'm
quite sure by all of these people that were talking here
that this is going to be an A-1 type pipeline, but things do
happen. It's going to be possible loss of life, our
property, the forest fires again are another issue.

Oregon's nothing but trees almost. Well, no, I shouldn't

say that, part of us a

What assurance do we have that they're not going
to put ancother line right next te that same line, or they
may sell that line and then we have te go and renegeotiate or
will we be able to negotiate for a new contract?

Another thing that bothers me a lot about this
iz the eminent domain because it's whatever those people

decide who the powers that be of what we get. IT'S not

g to be on down the future., It's a one-time

right now.

The other thing is, is we have on this property

three major electrical lines that are going through. I do
not understand how the pipeline can go under these major
power lines., One of them is the California line; one is

PPsL, and ancther smaller one. How is that going to be
addressed?

ME. FRIEDMAN: Ms. Baker, we'd like you to wrap

up now.

PM6
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PME-49

Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. There are
no assurances that Pacific Connector would not sell the pipeline to
another company in the future, or that another line may not be
proposed for an adjacent location outside of existing right-of-way.

Pacific Connector would work with other utilities when crossing
those foreign lines, as explained in section 2.4.2.2 of the EIS.
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1 MS. BAKER: I'm done.
Z ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.
3 John Mohlis.
4 ME. MCOHLIS: Good evening. John Mohlis, John
] with a " and M-o-h-1-i-5, is the last name.
[ I represent the Oregon State Building and
T Construction Trades Council, which is an umbrella
& organization for about 25,000 union construction workers
9 throughout the state.
10 First, I would like te thank all of you for
11 coming to Oregon and taking your time and letting everybody
12 air their concerns to you.
13 I would like to go on record, and our council
14 would like to go on record in support of the findings of the

15 Draft EIS. I think I've that in the review that I've

16 taken of it, it seems to be that in general there are going

17 to be some environmental impacts, but they can be mitigated.

18 The pipeline and the project can be built safety. And I

19 want to go on record stating that I believe that it truly
20 can.

21 It's been designed to and it would be built to
22 the highest safety standards, the highest environmental

23 standards. It'll be built by the most highly gualified and

24 most trained professional workforce available in the world.

25 I think some people think projects like these

PM6
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Comment noted.
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have to be either the jobs or the environment, and that's
not true. I think this is really a case here where we have

the opportunity to permit and build and maintain and operate

a project that's built toe the highest environmental and

safety standards, and provide jobs for members of the

community at the same time.

This preject's been in the permit process for 11

years, I believe it was approved in 2009 as an import
facility. MNow, it's been hopefully reapproved as an export
facility. I think 11 years is sufficient time. T think the
90-day comment period is sufficient time. And hope that PMES1
if the needs are addressed in those 90 days, and if Jordan
Cove makes the mark and the Pacific Connector Pipeline makes
the mark, and I think they will, I hope that the project is
allowsd to proceed. Thank you.

ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank yvou for your comments.
Next i= Charles Mass=ie, then Alan Eberlein, then Heal
Eberlein, and then Dan Heppen.

MR. MASSIE: Hi. Charles M &, M- s—i-e,
and I'm the executive directer of the Klamath County Chamber
of Commerce, and I represent about 440 businesses and
organizations in our community here.

And I'd like to say, cone, thank you for getting
to be part of this process. The businesses that I represent

PME-52

we have done some internal surveying of our membership and

PM6-51

PM6-52

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

Comment noted.
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1 they have said that as an crganization we need to be
Z supportive of the project, that we need to advocate for it,

3 but also advocate to make sure that ocur community is being
4 watched out for, and that we are following a process that is

] rigorous. And I must admit most of our folks feel the

[ process is quite rigorous. Some would even say onerous.

T And I would think that, as we go through this proce and a
& regulatory process that has been built for many years, it is

9 an impeortant part of it. And we are very support of that.

10 But we alsc feel like at some point you have to begin making

11 decisions around the process.

12 $o, our organization because we represent small
13 buzinesses, they tend to be pretty pragmatic people. We

14 have a group of folks who have dealt with a couple of

15 pipelines, a couple of large power line projects, whe've

16 felt they've had significant positive impact on the

17 community, that their concerns have been well addressed,
18 that we will continue teo advecate for that.

19 And we alsce feel that, as a community, the

20 economy is part of the environmental ecosystem a = well and
21 that's an important part of our community is how do we
22 continue to represent and build small businesses and how do
23 we address their concerns. And so we lock forward to

24 continuing in the proce but our organization is very

25 supportive of it moving forward. And we hop that through

PM6
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your rigorous process that pemmitting can ke moved forward
and this project can begin. Thank you.

ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Alan
Eberlein.

MR. EBERLEIN I'm Allan Eberlein, A-l-a-n,
E-b-g-gp-l-e-i-n.

I'ma lecal guy. I'm native of Klamath Falls.
I've been in business here for over 50 years, I've seen the
economy through a number of wild cycles, and I've been
invelved in a number of efforts te try to stabilize those
cycles.

Right now our economy is sick. We've got some
of the worse statistics, not only in Oregon, but in the
United States. If we're going to be successful long-term in
attracting business to locate here to bring us the jobs we
despearately need we have to adegquately fund our public
zafety and our schools.

There's only two ways to do that. We either

raise our property taxes on ourselves, which is almost
impassible to do in the current economy, or we find somebody
to bring some revenue into our coffers.

How, several years age I watched as they built
the main East/West natural gas line, which I believe is the
same size as this one, which comes across, feeds the Cogent

plant and goes on over to Rogue Valley. They built it right

W-2173
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behind my back fence. When they got done with that, you'd PM6-53
never know it was there, except for the little wvellow PM6—54
markers they left behind. It just =its there year after

year safely transporting natural gas and paying property

Threes million dollars a year in property taxes
would de a lot to stabilize our economy. I'm a hundred PME-53
percent in faver of this project.

ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.
Neal Eberlein.

ME. EBERLEIN: HNeal Eberlein, N-e-a-1,
E-b-e-r-l-e-i-n.

Southern Oregon has been trying for decades to
recover from the demize of the timber industry, watching our
young people move away, struggling to get by on government
handouts, and we're still lagging way behind the rest of the
country in recovering from the recent recession.

I zee thisz project as an econcmic lifeline for
our area, not only for the construction jobs and the tax

re to the

enue that it'll generate, but alsoe for the

PME-54
pipeline. I think access to the pipeline gives us the

opportunity to recruit some major new industry here to
replace some of these jobs that have been loss.

I'm very much concerned with the environment.
I've lived here all my life, and a lot of the reason I've

stayed here iz because of this environment. If I wasn't

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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convinced that this project was geing to be addressed in a

proper manner, I couldn't be
PME-55
the project. Thank you.
MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Dan
and then Paul Fouch, and then something Reddington, and then
Stan Gilbert.
ME. KEFPEN: My name is Dan Keppen, D-a-n,
E-e-p-p-e-n.
I'm here to talk about the human environment.
I'm here as an individuwal, but alse I'm the incoming
president of the Klamath County Chamber of Commerce.
As an individual, I feel very passiocnate about
thiz project because of my agri background: I worked for
organizations that represent farmers and ranchers in 17
western states. My father was a lifelong timber management
and Forest Service. Both of those economies or both of
thoze sectors of our econcmy are much different than they

used

to be, and we're hurting, as other people have said
here. And I think that this particular project noet only in
PME-58

the short-term, but in the long-term could give us a big
boost

We have some great things we're turning the
corner in this county right now. We got a potential
historic water settlement that could help deal with some of

our agri issues. We've got a huge infusion of rural-based

PM6-55
for it; but I am totally for PM6—56

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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medicine and medical education coming to Klamath Falls at
OHET and OIT, and this project. To me, at the Chamber of
Commerce, I 2ee these three projects as being some of our
key initiatives in the coming year.

The short-term benefits to our economy are
obvious with this. There's going to be hundreds, perhaps
thousands of temporary construction jobs that are going to
help our economy.

There's a ripple effect there that will

help our community. Three million dellars te our leocal tax

PME-5T
base is huge because right new our schools are hurting.

We're in danger of losing our 4-H and our 08U extension, and
we have some major public safety issues right now. This

infusion te our tax base will really help us out, but I'm

really more excited about the long-term impacts of this

project.

We at the Chamber are not going to be satisfied
for just being sort of a colony to the energy sector on this
project.

We want to take advantage of this. This liquefied

natural gas line go

right through our Klamath irrigation
project. It skirts the City of Klamath Falls and very close

to some industrial areas., We're looking at opportunities,

We want to see put in so we can tap inte this line in
the future.
One of the projects that's being locked at right

now ig compressor station that would comvert thiz liguefied

PM6-57

Comment noted.
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1 natural gas teo compress natural gas that could be

2 distributed to our agri community. And preliminary

61 PM6

Continued, page 61 of 75

3 eztimates right now suggested that the cost of that could be

4 30 percent cheaper than diesel, and it's cleaner than

5 diesel.

[ our guys right now in the irrigation project pay
T zome of the highest power costs in the western United States

& for their irrigation and drainage pumping. This could

9 provide possibly an alternative to them.

10 Bottom line, I guess, is we're hurting. This,
11 coupled with these other initiatives I talked about, makes
12 us competitive to other parts of the state. And again, I
13 just think there's just huge benefits here, and I hope that
14 you will consider, you know, the human enviromnmental impacts

15 as you wrap up this DEIS. It has to be considersd. Tha

16 ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for comment. Faul
17 Fouch.
18 MR. FOUCH: Hi. I'm Pauwl Fouch, F-o-u-<-h,

nt

19 I'm pr dent of Save our Rural Oregon, and I repre

nks .

and

20 abosut a thousand people aleng the line on a 7-mile stretch

21 between Collins Products and Keno., And I'm a professional
22 engineer retired, and I served an apprenticeship as a

23 machinist and I know accidents can happen, and I have a scon
24 who's a boilermaker too, one of my seven sons, so I have

25 known what can happen on these projects throughout the
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1 country. PM6-58 In this area, the Pacific Connector pipeline was routed adjacent to
' existing rights-of-way including a road and existing pipeline. One
of the “kinks” you identify in the route would avoid a federally
listed plant species. DOT regulations would prevent the pipeline

Arnyway

., we want special consideration on the

3 7-mile stretch. There's a tho lents that live a

4 half mile from the river, the Klamath River, and the line . .
’ : ) : from being laid on the surface.
5 should go right down the center of the parcel and not too
o elese b That would previde the best or the PM6-59 The proponent is required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan.

A draft of this document is included with the POD.

least impacts

e wildlife and the river, and te the
residents.

9 We know the line's going to go through, and

10 that's a good location for it; but what I see on the map --

11 and I don't know if I have the latest map I see all kinds Fe-55

12 of kinks in the map. It's not a straight, =sm

13 it goes within a hundred feet of the river in =on
14 zections, and then within 200 feet of zome of my residents’

15 houses. §o, I think what I'd like to See in this section is

16 a line above the ground. And I know most lines are

1 underground, but I've studied this area for many years, and
18 it's susceptible to earthguakes. And you could build it

19 above the ground for a certain length, maybe seven or eight

20 miles and isolate it if the earthquakes come. Also, there's

21 a lot of wetlands and seascnal streams and fleoding and so

22 ohi.

23 And then another thing we're concerned with, of

24 course, is early warning system in case a disaster happens. PME-SS
25 And I haven't seen anything in your documents about that.
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1 Thank you.
Z ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Is
3 that a BAR tee shirt? Paul, iz that a BAA tee shirt?
4 MR. FOUCH: Excuse me?
] ME. FRIEDMAN: 1Is that a BAAR tee shirt, Boston

[ Athletic Rssociation?

T MR. FOUCH:

& ME. FRIEDMAN: Yes, I have a couple of tk

9 MR. FOUCH: What was that?

10 MR. FRIEDMAN: T said I have a couple of those.
11 ME. FOUCH: Oh, okay.

12 MR. IEDMAN: It means that that man ran the
13 Boston Marathon, which ig the most excluszive ma in the
14 world. In order to run Boston, you must gqualify, and

15 believe me, it's not =asy.

16 All right, next we have somecns whose last name
17 iz Reddington, and I'm unable to read yvour first name.

18 Ms. REDDINGTOM: My name i= Beulah Re ington,
19 B-e-u-l-a-h, R-e-d-d-i-n-g-t-o-n, and I am a lanc +r, but
20 that's not my gripe tonight.

21 I received a phone call late June, asking

22 permission to survey my property. I answered no. No one

23 from the propeosed project was welcomed until it was all

24 approved.

25 on July 1, about 3:00 p.m., I answered the door.

PM6
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No one should enter your property without your permission.
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1 Two young pecple met me there with a gadget in their in
Z the woman's hand, also wearing hard hats and orange vests,
3 asking to permission to survey my property. My reply was
4 I already said no. The conversation continued. She then
] entered into her gadget that I was hostile.
[ She then entered after they left someone had
T been -- was working in my yvard, and came to the hou and
& asked "Who is this?™ He said they came and asked me for
9 permission to survey and he informed them that he was not
10 the owner. He then told me that they had already driven on
11 my property before they talked to me.
12 How are we to trust the pipeline when "no" means
13 nothing thig early in the process?
14 ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank yvou for your comment. Stan
15 Gilbert, the Ted Gleichman, then Perry Chocktoot, and then
16 Jim Bellet.
17 ME. GILEBERT: Good evening. My name i=s Stan
18 Gilbert, G-i-l-b-e-r-t, and I am the immediate past
19 president of the Chamber of Commer I als¢ happen to be
20 the community mental health director, and I operate a mental
21 health facility that's the community mental health program
22 in Klamath.
23 I moved here in an era where there were =ix or
24 seven operating mills, lots of family wa jobs, and a
25 relatively prosperous small, rural-based community was here.
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We've lost theose timber jobs due te the enviromnmental impact

laws and the Z008 recession has hit us. And in that time, T

have geen child abuse rates increase to the point where
twice the state average higher than any other area in the
United States of America.

I have seen domestic violence rates increase to

about two and a half times the state

rage. I've seen
suicide rates increase to the point where we're about twice
the state average. And I could go on like this, and it's
largely all income, economic related stress. Child abuse
and family poverty go hand-in-hand. Child poverty and child
abuse rates go hand-in-hand.

And our demographice of our community have
changes =since 2008 because of the recession. our high
school and college graduates must leave the community in
order to find employment. Our greatest export right now is
our talented and gifted youth. These folks don't come back
becanse we don't have jobs to support them. Who stays? The
demegraphics of our community have changed dramatically over
the last seven years.

And I really worry that we're at a point because
a community and we're not the only community like this in
dregon there's several others facing the same challenges.

But our community is really at a crossroads where we could

dry up and blow away in the next 20 years if we don't find a
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way to create economic pesitive economic impact in our
comnunity.

Thig iz certainly one project that can do that,
and I certainly support the draft impact study. Certainly,

this will have s

ome environmental impact, but I believe that
the mitigation plans can address those adecuately. And I
urge that a certificate be issued to move forward on this.
Thank you.

MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comment. Next

iz Ted Gleichman.

CHMAN: No podium tonight. I'm going teo

do this the hard way. This machine here was made in China,
and that's just wrong.

I'm

Ted Gleichman, G-l-e-i-c-h-m-a-n,
representing Sierra Club. In Coos Bay, I detailed that we

strongly support the DEIS good jobs goal, but we beliesve

that tk

ood union jobs must be in earthguake and Tsunami

proof infrastructure and renewable energy efficiency and

In Reos rg and Canyonville, I noted that FERC

is violating its indards on cumulative impacts, failing to
reflect the preject’s natural global atmospheric boundaries,

refusing to recognize induced fracking, failing to examine

the project'’s inve s and financial preotections, and

refuzing a programmatic EIS on all USLGN. These FERC

PM6
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Comment noted.

Section 4.14 of the EIS addresses cumulative impacts. See section
1.4.4 of the DEIS for a discussion that explains why the FERC does
not conduct programmatic environmental studies. Also see the
responses to IND1-1 and IND6-1.
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cheoices prevent fair consideration of the project. Cont

In Medford, I rebuk zome of my colleagues by
emphasizing that all of uz must support the work that
creates a healthy society, safer from earthguakes and
converting to clean energy. I emphasized that the fact that
there are 7 percent fewer jobs in southern Oregon now than

there were when the great recession started in 2008 is a

genuine cris People are hurting.
Since last night, I have reached cut a senior
staffer at the Oregon legislature concerning action options.

Talk is cheap, but persocnally, and with my crew, I'm going

to do the best I can to move forward quickly. I also noted

that the claims " natural gas i2 a climate solution are

not scientifically correct. This project would damage the
. . S PrEES
climate. And I said FERC needs to face the new economic and

climate realities by recognizing that new fossil fuels

infrastructure can no longer be accepted as business as

usual.

Renewables efficier and <o cvation can meet

=

our neesds, reguiring skilled work. Every individual willing
and able to work deserves a good job. We work on that
through the Blue/Green Alliance. But jobs that destroy
climate stability are not good, healthy jobs. Every one of
us needs to look clearly at the multiple crises we're

already in and what's coming down the pike.

The wording that it is "a climate solution™ is not found in the EIS.
It is correct to say it emits less GHG per unit of heat than coal, oil,
or any other fossil fuels.
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PM6-64 The Commission’s purpose is to regulate the interstate

1 The DEIS shows the fallacy of FERC's business as N N .
Z usual approach in Section 3, Alternatives, "FERC's transportatlon Of natural gas n accordance Wlth the NGA‘
3 evaluation criteria for alternatives include whether they PM6'65 See I"esponse tO PM6'64.
4 area technically and econcmically feasible, reasonable, and

] practical, offer a significant environment advantage over

[ the preoposed action, and have the ability to meet the

T objectives of the project.”

& Thig third FERC choice creates a false pr PME-64

9 This statement in 3.1.4 is absurd. "Because the project's

10 purpose is to prepare natural gas for export to foreign and

11 domestic markets the development or use of renewable ensrgy

12 technology would not be a reasonable alternative to the

13 propogsed : ion.™

14 Actually, the project's purpose is to make money

15 for the owner, but FEF purpose be to protect healthy

16 energy options for the Ame an people., The Commissioners

17 muzt change their procedures wherever they have the legal

18 ability and authority to do so t recognize the LW

19 realties, and they must advocate for ct where their

20 legal constraints prevent them from taking immediate action

21 independently and where ti » constraints have become PME-65

22 obsolete.

23 This is not the climate we grew up with. Things

24 are moving teo fast te continue this business as usual

25 approach, and that appliesz to all of us. Thank you for your
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1 time.
Z ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.
3 Next speaker iz Perry Chocktoot.
4 ME. CHOCKTOOT: Hello Paul. Okay, my name is
] Perry Chocktoot, P-e-r-r-y, C-h-o-c-k-t-o-o-t. I'm the
[ director for the Cultural and Heritage Department for
T Klamath Tribes.
& I'm here tonight -- first off, I'd like to say
9 I'm in full support of hard werk. I'm in full suppeort of
10 the labor unions. I, myself, was a member of the
11 Maintenance Weoodworkers Union at one time, but this project
12 has some hurdles.
13 The biggest hurdle I gee I learned from another

14 project called the Ruby Pipeline. The Ruby Pipeline was put

15 in. Project proponent literally walked away from that
16 pipeline. To this day, it i= looted for artifacts daily
17 through the entire length. It iz not policed. There was a

18 confusion in the agreement between the BLM and Ruby on who

19 was going te do it. You ask one entity who's responsible.
20 Oh, they don't know. You ask the other entity. They don't
21 know. And then what happened, Ruby Pipeline was sold to
22 Kinder Morgan.

23 So, it's dig in, put it in, go away, =sell it.

24 It's a common occurrence that usually happe

5 once every

25 five years once the pipeline’s been put in. And they go

PM6
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phase 1 archeclogical survey to find this stuff 'c

gone, It

pipeline iz going across the flat

Weyerhasuser.

County, you should be ge

down this thing.
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ack between very, very rich Republican friends.

Thig project not only has that problem to de
with, but between the base of the Cascade Range at the
bottom of Clover Creek to Merlin, you're going to dig up
probably hundreds of bodies., Our village sites are in
there. They've been des . the evidence of them, by

farming and ranc

's been picked up. MNow, when you start digging

Weyerhaeuser, and this

just south of
Regularly, we found bodiez in the ditches

south of Weyerhasuser. There's a place down there were

old Applegate Trail had crossed. There's going to be a

of impacts. There's a lot of hurdles, a very lot of

hurdles. And for you pecple that are leading Klamath
*tting money in perpetuity ' cause

thiz i= going to 1

ve a fingerprint that you'll

or two or thr

r four or

forever. You can Geoogle map the Ruby right now, you'll
it from space forever.
Somebody

said ATVs are going te be going up

I don't know how you're going to contr

o find the evidence of our peg

70 PM6
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and

ol

Between the pipeline crossing of Clover Creek Road and the
community of Malin, Pacific Connector completed an on-the-
ground cultural resources inventory, with two small gaps, and
identified three prehistoric archaeological sites. One of those sites
would be avoided by the HDD under the Klamath River, while the
other two are unevaluated and require additional archaeological
investigation. In addition, Pacific Connector has filed a plan to
handle the unanticipated discovery of cultural or human remains
during construction. Section 4.11 summarizes the finding of the
cultural resources surveys and consultations with Indian tribes
about the Project. We have recommended that Pacific Connector
file documentation of communications with the Klamath Tribes,
including any agreements reached. Such an agreement could
provide for monitoring of trenching by tribal members.

Section 4.8.1.2 and 4.10.2.5 of the EIS addresses OHV controls.
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1 it, but if you don't put this in black and white right now

2 it's going to be a mess out there. I don't know how you're

3 going to get under the Rogue River and the Klamath River

4 without destroying these fish., You know, I realize it's a
] boring proce You're going to have to go deep and

[ accidents do happen. You heard it tonight from some

T professional people. Accidents happen.

& I'm here also tonight to speak for thoese fish

9 because they don't have a voice in this. I've heard

10 landowners tonight and a let of hard workers, but those fish
11 can't stop this. Se, you need to use some good aguatic

12 science. Don't hurt these fish. They've been hurt enough.

13 RAll these dams= on the Klamath River destroyved their life.

14 Rogue River that's unheard of. Do not destroy
15 these salmon on the Rogue River. So, I implore you use
16 good science.

17 ME. FRIEDMAMN: You want to wrap up now.

18 MR. CHOCKTOOT: Okay, I'll wrap it up, Paul.
19 I'll call you and talk to you about it later.

20 MR. FRIEDMAN: And you can send me letters.
21 MR. CHOCKTOOT: Okay. But I implore you use

22 good science. Get something in writing because the Ruby

23 Pipeline was a fiasco.
24 MR. FRIEDMAN: Thank you for your comments.
25 r knows that when I zay send me letters that

PM6

Continued, page 71 of 75
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FPMG-G3

Project-related impacts on fish are addressed in section 4.6 of the
EIS. As discussed in section 4.4, Pacific Connector would cross
the Rogue River with an HDD to avoid affecting salmon and other
fish in the river.
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actually geo teo the Secretary of the Commission.

ME. CHOCKTOO Tes,

MR. FRIEDMAN: Jim Bellet.

MR. BELLET: Jim Bellet, that's J-i-m,
B-e-l-l-e-t.

Thanks for letting me comment about this
project. I'm a Klamath County commissioner. And some of
the comments I might have might have to do with the county.
Some of them might have to do with personal opinicn.

As you know, you've heard everybedy talk about a
lot of stuff besides the enviromment. You wanted to hear
endangered species, water quality. I think that's what this
conversation started out with, but yvou heard an awful lot of
other things. And the reason that I believe that you've
heard instead of talking about the enviromment I think
the reason that you haven't heard t hat is because I don't
think that the people in Klamath County think that this
pipeline is going to affect endangered species or water
quality.

Now you have Perry Chocktoot that =aid there's a
lot of cultural issues, and I have to agree with him. I
think in Klamath County I den't think the endangered species
care if that pipeline is in the ground, and I don't think
that the water guality is going te be damaged by the

pipeline in the ground.
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We have a lot of pipes in our ground already,
and I don't think that -- I've never heard of it endangering
a species. The only thing that I think that i= actually

endangered in Klamath Falls or Klamath County is the human

species, I think that we need to consider the human species
here. MNow, that's what the people talked about is the human
species, not the ones running around out in the wild.

The long-term danger I den't think there is any.
We've had pipelines in the ground for decades, and I just
don't think that that's going to be an issue. Perry talked
about the problems with Klamath River, getting underneath
the river with a pipeline. You rely on the expert engineers
on how to do that. They drilled one just a few years ago,
zmaller pipe, but it was successful. I think that you have
to consider the companies that are deing the project. I
think that they would have the ability to do that.

Perry's worried about the fish. I understand
that, but I think that that can be taken care of. There is
a problem out there with some pecple that they did find that
was buried out there, but I'm sure that with the Tribe
working with the contractor I'm sure that that will be okay.

Active farmland, there's a pipe that go right

down an awful lot of active farmland, and you would not know

that there any pipe there unless you see the signs. I can

understand people not wanting eminent domain. I don't like
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1 that either. I hope the contracter can mitigate that and
Z move the pipe off those people’s land if they do not want
3 it, but there's an awful lot of farmland that has the
4 pipeline on it.
] The other thing is we talk about going along the
[ lake or aleng the river. The Ruby Pipeline goes right along
T GFoose Lake, right to the north of it and I've flown over
& that area and it does not seem to impact anything. You

9 can't even tell that it's even there, but up on the

10 hillsides, of course, that stays for a long periocd of time.
11 But I just wanted to say that I support the

12 project. And as you know, Klamath County could sure use

13 the taxes. Thank vou.

14 ME. FRIEDMAN: Thank yvou for your comments.
15 You're a Klamath County commissioner.

18 MR. BELLET: That is correct.

17 ME. FRIEDMAN: You're the first commissicner in

18 any county to speak publicly at these meetings, and T

19 greatly apprec yvou doing so.

20 Jim is alse ocur last speaker tonight. Seo, with
21 the last speaker that actually concludes our meeting.
22 On behalf of the Federal Energy Regulateory

23 Commission and our federal cocperating agency partners, I
24 would like to thank you for coming here tonight and

25 providing us with your comments on our DEIS for the Jordan

PM6
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Comment noted.
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1 Cove Facliic Ceanectcor Pooject.

3 lLet the record show that this meeting snded a=
3 7135 ».m.  Thank veu.
(Wnrennr, Lhe meeling was coneladsd w0 Johh

8 p.m.
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SAl State of Oregon, John A. Kitzhaber, MD, Governor
SAl-1 Comment noted.
SAl-2 Economic benefits associated with the terminal are discussed in

section 4.9.1.4, tax revenues in 4.9.1.5. Economic benefits
associated with the pipeline are discussed in section 4.9.2.4, tax
revenues in 4.9.2.5. The environmental effects are evaluated in
applicable sections of Chapter 4.
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vonsisteney, and the use of state laads. Many clusions in the Draft Envirommental Impact
Statument (DEIS) are premised on environmental analyses that have yet to be completed as part of
these stale permitling processes, The final FIS, as the foundation for the licensing decision by FERC,
must achlress these issuus belore a linal FERC dee: nade. Additionally, any mitigation
recuirements that will be relicd on by FERC 1o determing that the fasility mects licensing criteria must
be subjest (o meaninglul review belore adoption of the Tinal FIS,

Because pipeline companies who obtain s FERC license have the power ol eminent domain, the state
requests that FERC be particularty careful that it does not authorize the project prematurcly. Thet means
assuring thar eminent domain not be avthorized until all regulatory approvals have bee red, s well
as fair compensation and full mitigation of impacts to property owners. It also requires being responsive
to citizens’ concerns and public requests for information.

We highlight the following concems regarding the DEIS, that are addressed in more detail in the
attached comments from Oregon's state agencies,

1. Conditional approval assumes that the project will receive all required Clean Water Act
{CWA), Clean Air Act (CAA) and Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA} approvals.

If the Commission were o complete its NEPA process belone issuance of CWA, CAA and CZMA
authorizations, il may foreclose the conaideration of necessary meditications andfor reasonable
alternatives 1o the proposed action. P'wo examples help ilinstrate this concern.  The Oregon Department
of Envirenmental Quality’s (QDEQ's) review under CWA section 401 could lead 1o a determination that
the proposed project will meet water quality standards enly if there are changes 1o the proposed pipaline
or export terminal (either in terms of reuling or siting, or olher physical ehanges in the facilities).
Similarly, the Department of Land Conservation and Development’s (DLCLDs) coastal zone consistency
review under the CZMA could result in required changes to the location or nature of the proposed
facilities in order to ensure consistency with enforceable policies of the state’s coastal progren. T urge the
Commission to coordinate the timing of its decision-making with stale agencies implementing lederal
Faws, so that il avoids cresting conllicting i and public tusion.

2, Tmpacts to fish, wildlife and (heir habitats,

e te the seale and seope of the proposed project, the state requests that FERC work with Oregon and
others to establish a Technical Advisory Group to oversee an adaptive management program for these
facilities in the event that they are approved and move forward through construction and eperaticn. That
group should include professivnals [rom appropriaie agencivs, wibes, and other pertinent organizations to
asgist project managers with development and implementation of adaptive management. "This group
would pravide interactive and apecific guidance and feedback, evalnation of ecologieal impacts in real
time, oversight of monitering, and post-construction assessment oft

»  Direct and indiveed construction impacts of the project;
*  Post-construction legacy impacts to fish and wildlife production on the site;

*  Precise metheds o determine and messure the magnitude of hoth projeet impacts and the
elfeotiveness of resteration and ofhier mitigation actions; and
*  Assist with implementation of mitigation strategies, and assist with identifying monitoring needed
to ensure effectiveness of mitigation.
Oregon has participated in similar joint state/federal teams for other large-seale projects. The purpose of

this team would be to inftiate and mainlain e[fective ongoing diseussion hetween Jordan Cove Energy

2

SAl

Continued, page 2 of 241

SA1-3

SAl-4

SA1-5

SAl-6
SAE

The FEIS would be used by the Commission along with other
analyses in making their decision. Typically, if the Commission
does authorize the Project, that authorization would include
conditions that must be met prior to construction. This would
include meeting State permitting requirements. Jordan Cove filed
its Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Plan (in accordance with OAR 635-
415-0000 through 0025) in May 2014. Also, see the requirement
on page 4-516 of the DEIS: Pacific Connector should file a Habitat
Mitigation Plan that was formulated in consultation with ODFW
prior to the end of the comment period.

Comment noted.

Typically, if the Commission does authorize the Project, that
authorization would include conditions that must be met prior to
construction. This would include meeting permitting requirements
under the CWA, CAA, and CZMA.

FERC uses a third party construction monitoring contractor rather
than a local advisory group to monitor construction, see section
2.5.1.
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Continued, page 3 of 241

SAl1-7

SA1-8

Marine traffic is regulated by the Coast Guard and the Port, not by
FERC.

Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest
Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section
4.10.1.4 of the DEIS. In a letter to the Commission dated
December 22, 2014, commenting on our November 2014 DEIS for
this Project, the Southwest Oregon Regional Airport and Coos
County Airport District stated that it “strongly concurs with (the)
recommendation (in the DEIS for Jordan Cove to document
consultations with the Federal Aviation Administration [FAA] and
submit the results of studies before Project construction) and
believes that the FAA process will assure that the Airport continues
to operate safely and efficiently.”
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Oregon State Agency Comments
Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Docket # CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000)
February 12, 2015
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SA1-9 The FERC staff make recommendations to the Commission, the
Oregon State Agency Comments Commission's Public Order will determine the conditions of the
Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Certificate, if one is issued. Typically, the Commission adopts the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement recommendations in the FEIS and may add additional
requirements.
Introduction
The State of Oregon revi d and yzed the draft Envi | Impact {"draft
EI5"} to ensure it provides a full and fair discl, of the significant environmental impacts that may

result from the siting and operation of the Jordan Cove LNG export terminal facility and the Pacific
Connector Pipeline project {hereinafter collectively referred to as, the "Project”) as well as the

parative impacts resulting froma r ble range of alternatives to the proposed action. See 40
C.F.R.§1502.1; see also 40 C.F.R. §1502.1 (“An i limpact is mare than a
disclosure document, It shall be used by federal officials in conjunction with other relevant material to
plan actions and make decisions.”). Accordingly, Oregon provides the following general comments as
well as specific comments and recommendations from each state agency with technical expertise in its
respective program area to assist the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission {“Commission”) refine this
draft EIS to meet the National Environmental Protection Act's (“NEPA's") requirements.

1. Thed and Other Agendes May Not Rely Upen insuffidently Detalled and

Unenforceable Mitigation in this Draft EIS to Justify its Conclusion the Proposed Action Will
Result In “Less-Than-Significant” impacts

Agencies relying upon this draft EIS to support their decisions must ensure that mitigation
measures alleged to be reducing impacts "to less-than-significant levels,” see Section 5.1 91, are
mandatory, specifically described, and fairly evaluated. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14(f) {requiring discussion
of possible mitigation measures in alternatives), 1502.16(h) {requiring discussion of mitigation in
addressing environmental consequences of proposed action). The U.S. Supreme Court has stated that
“omission of a reasonably complete discussion of possible mitigation measures [] undermine(s] the
‘action-forcing’ function of NEPA. Without such a discussion, neither the agency nor other interested
groups and individuals can properly evaluate the severity of the adverse effects.” Robertson v. Methow
Valley Citizens Council, 430 U5, 332, 352 (1989). If proposed mitigation measures are unenforceable, or
lack monitoring commitments or sufficient resources to assure performance, the Commission has no

ble basis to lude that such will effectively reduce environmental impacts. See 40
C.F.R. §% 1505.2(c), 1508.25(b); see also Memo to Heads of Federal Departments and Agencies, Draft
Guidance for Implementing NEPA Mitigation and Menitoring, at 4 (Feb. 18, 2010) {"When an agency
identifies mitigation in an EIS and commits to implement that mitigation to achieve an environmentally
preferable outcome . . . then the agency should ensure that the mitigation is adopted and
implemented.”], Here, the Commission has represented to decision-makers and the public in this draft
EIS that mitigation measures will effectively reduce environmental impacts to less-than-significant
levels. Asidentified in the specific state agency comments that follow, the Commission has not
sufficiently identified or analyzed pessible mitigation measures to support that conclusion in the draft
EI5, and must address the agencies’ recommended mitigation measures in the final EIS.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 2
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SA1-10 Jordan Cove’s June 10, 2014 MOU with the ODE requires the
Significantly, the draft EIS states that the Commission’s staff finds that adverse environmental posting of a bond to cover retirement Ccosts. AISO, both companies
“impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of the applicants’ . . . .
proposed mitigation measures and the additional measures [they] recommend in section 5.2, * * * [And WOUId haVe Insurance to cover the Unllkely event Of an |nC|dent-
they] recommend that [their] specific additional mitigation measures be attached as conditions to any
authorizations issued by the Commission.” See draft EIS, section 5.1. Thus, the Commission is refying SAl-ll Comment nOted.
upan the applicant’s proposed mitigation to conclude that the disclosed significant environmental 410
impacts will be reduced to "less-than-significant levels,” but the C staffis only recommendi o SAl-12 The text "not...environmental in nature” in Section 1.4.4 has been
the mitigation measures in Section 5.2 be required components of the Commission's authorizations. . . . . -
Any mitigation that support’s the Commission's conclusion that significant environmental impacts have mOdIfled, as haS the text |nferr|ng that ImpaCtS from certain
been reduced to less-than-significant levels should be listed as required measures in Section 5.2. This R H
omission is mislesdingtothegpuhlic and decision-makers, whow:uld have no recourse to require the aCtIVItIeS are nOt conSIdered SOIer because FERC does nOt have
applicant to comply with its proposed mitigation measures disclosed and analyzed in this draft EIS if such jurisdiction over them has also been modified. HOWEVEI‘, with
measures are not incorporated as required conditions in the Commission’s authorizations. - f
regard to the comment about impacts on Oregon's lands and State
Further, C il on Envi tal Quality (“CEQ") lati larify that mitigation includ 1 1
“[fectfying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating or restorng the affected environment.” 40 R & waters due to air contaminants other than GHG, there are no
1508,20(c). However, the draft EIS does not disclose whether sufficient resources are available to ImpaCtS (gIVen that the NAAQS are prOteCtIVe of lands and waters
hat if id involvi | that th ld be sufficient fund - - -
valable 1o cary ou the necessary nvitanmentalclesn-up. AL present, 3w may i he il o and the NAAQS are complied with). Section 4.14 has been
vassel owners to the amount of its cargo. See Ouner's Liabilty Act, 46 USC. 181, etseq. To modified to state this more explicitly. With respect to the impacts
appropriately mitigate the potential significant environmental impacts, the State urges the Commission . . . . N
to ensure additional resources are available to correct any lting enviro tald ge froma At Of the prOjeCtS GHG ImpaCtS on |andS and WaterS, we agl’ee Wlth
wvessel accident. We recommend FERC require the applicant to enter an agreement with each LNG H 1 H H H
vessel owner intending to berth at the terminal in which such vessel owner waives its right to {or the statement In the CEQ S draﬁ: gL“dance_ pUbIIShed for i pU_bIlC
a.ttemptt?]_lim'rlit_s liability under that law andm.nequ'tre.the \ram.eluwne.r p.ro\ride the applicant at all review and comment in December 2014’ Wthh Stated that "|n ||ght
times sufficient evidence that the vessel's protection and indemnity association has agreed to cover the . . . . . w g . .
wvessel as a member of the association against the liabilities pertaining to such an accident. Thisisa Of the dlfflCU'tIeS n attrlbutlng SpeCIfIC Cllmate ImpaCtS to
common method in the industry of helping to ensure sufficient funds are available to respond and H HH H H H
correct environmental disasters, and we urge the Commission to require this reasonable mitigation IndIVIdua‘I_ plejectS, CEQ recommends a'g_enCIeS use the proje_Cted
measure. GHG EmIssions...as a proxy for assessing a proposed gctlon‘s
2. The Commission and Other Agencies Relying Upon this Draft EIS Must Correct the Deficiencies potential climate change impacts” (p. 8). We completely disagree
Related to Missing or lnaccurate Data and Sdentific A is, as well as Uy 1 H " H H H
Environmental mvacts of the Propesed Actlonan Altermativen with the statem_e_nt that thgre is no doubt that if FERC d_ld_not
. L . _— approve the siting of this Project the 'life-cycle' emissions
NEPA requires that the Commission utilize “high quality” information and accurate scientific . . . . . .
analysis,” see 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b), and ensure “professional integrity, including scientific intagrity, of associated with this PrOJeCt would not be emitted into the
the discussions and analyses” within an EI5. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24. Oregon state agencies have identified ", H P H H H H
numerous errors and deficient analysis in the draft EIS, as specifically set forth below, which the - atm_osphe.re ’ we belleve that It 1SN faCt hlghly Ilkely that If thls
icr:pmar;i:sti::urlr:‘u;tva‘:ili:‘ets::tu:::;:f;iaieIy disclose and analyze potential significant environmental - Project d|d not proceed, the gas producers and gas buyers WOUId
likely link up through a separate project (e.g., Oregon LNG), or one
e e e from another coastal area. Sections 4.12.1.1 through 4.12.1.4 of
NEPA specifically defines "indirect effects” as those that are "caused by the action and are later in time - the DEIS already incorporated (1) a (non-GHG) impaCtS analysis
or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). Accordingly, : . .
the State urges the Commission to resolve the following deficiencies in this draft EIS relative to fOI’ the COOS Bay area that InCOI’pOI’ateS nearby marine Vessel
disclosed and uncensidered environmental impacts of the proposed action. First, the draft €15 fais to emissions; (2) a reasonable discussion of the GHG emissions
associated with transoceanic transportation of the LNG; (3)
Oregon State Agency Consolidated Comments 3 quantification of GHG emissions from end-use combustion of the
natural gas; and (4) summaries of life-cycle GHG analyses of these
types of projects conducted by other entities. Accordingly, we
assert that we are adhering to CEQ's draft guidance that was
published for public review and comment in December 2014.
W-2197 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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SA1-13 A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of

describe and assess the potential impacts on Oregon’s lands and state waters due to air contaminant the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “...U.S. natural gas
emissions, including greenh gas ("GHG") emissi from the portation of LNG during natural . . .

gas exploration, collection, distribution, and export to markets outside the United States, The draft EIS prlces are prOJ eCted to rise over the |0ng rUn, even bEfO re
refers to these impacts as "life-cycle’ cumulative environmental impacts associated with the entire LNG H H Thili HH 7

process,” but nonetheless states such impacts are not "environmental in nature” and are “out-of-scope conSIderlng the pOSSIbIIItY Of addltlonal exports' AnOther 2012
issues” because they are "far beyond the jurisdictional authority of the FERC or the activities directly Study by N ERA ECOn0mIC ConSU ItantS for DOE found that the
related to the Project.” See draft EIS, Section 1.4.4, These conclusions are legally incorrect. For - - w . . - - .
example, as the Minth Circuit Court of Appeals has explained relevant to the U.S. Army Corps’ similar natlon IS ... prOJECtEd tO galn net economic benefItS from al IOWlng
error in construing NEPA, “while it is the development’s impact on jurisdictional waters that determines LNG eXpOI‘tS ”

the scope of [that federal agency's] permitting autharity, it is the impact of the permit on the
environment at large that determines [a federal agency’s] NEPA responsibility.” See Save Our Sonoran v.
Flowers, 408 F.3d 1113, 1122 {Sth Cir. 2005) (emphasis added).

Notably, the U.5. Supreme Court held that when "an agency has no ability to prevent a certain
effect due to its limited statutory authority over the relevant actions, the agency cannot be considered a
legally relevant "cause’ of the effect” so as to require that agency to disclose such effects in its EIS. Dep't
of Transp. v, Pub, Citizen, 541 U.5, 752,770 (2004}, Here though, in contrast, there is no doubt that if
FERC did not approve the siting of the Project the “life-cycle” emissions associated with this Project
would not be emitted into the atmosphere — no Presidential autharization allows for LNG to be
extracted, sent to Coos Bay, and then shipped overseas. Seeld. at 769. Further, this is not a case where
the effect is a “risk” as opposed to an effect on the physical environment. Instead, there is a direct {not
attenuated) causal connection between FERC's approval of the LNG export facility and the impact on the
physical i {e.g., emissi resulting from transportation, for example, of that LNG from
where it is extracted, to Oregon, and then overseas. See Metro. Edison Co. v. People Agoinst Nuclear
Energy, 480 US. 766, 774-75 (1983). Moreover, the State is not asking for more than a “reasonably
th gh di ion" and disc| of the air contaminant emissions that may result as a consequence
of this approval — even if the extent of such emissions are uncertain. See 5. Coast Air Quality Mgmt.
Dist, v, FERC, 621 F.3d 1085, 1094-95 (Sth Cir. 2010] (holding that an EIS's reasonable, even though
limited, disclosure and analysis of emissions resulting from burning of natural gas supplied by a pipeline
subject to FERC's approval “contain[ed] a reasonably thorough discussion of the environmental impact
of its acticns, based on information then available to it."); 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22 {addressing how an
agency should handle incomplete or unavailable information in an EIS). We urge the Commission to
adhere to the CEQ guidance released on December 18, 2014, which describes how the Commission
should consider the effects of GHG emissions and climate change in their NEPA reviews.

Secondly, with respect to natural gas price increases, this indirect effect will likely result in
socioeconomic impacts on the State and beyond; therefore, this EIS should disclose and analyze such
impacts to inform decision-makers and the public that these consequences have been considered.
Although CEQ regulations state that "economic or social effects are not intended by themselves to
require prep ion of an envi | impact L in this i the ic and social
effects are interrelated with the impacts on the physical environment such that this EIS should address 2411
all such impacts. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.14. This draft EIS should, therefore, disclose the potential increase
in domestic natural gas prices and resulting soci ic impacts, including the number of affected
landowners and land values reduced due to the pipeline or terminal’s location. Further, since the
applicant has made several claims regarding the positive potential ic effects of its

inal and pipeline, the Cc ission should assure itself that no potentially adverse economic effects
negate those claims if it will rely upon this draft EIS to justify its conclusion as to whether this terminal is
in the public interest or whether the construction and operation of the pipeline is required by the

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 4
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SAl-14 FERC is not circumventing ODEG's review. The EIS considers the

present or future public convenience or necessity. See Natural Gas Act, 15 U.5.C. §% 717b(a), 717f(e); environmental effects of the proposed project_ The Commission
see olso Centification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, 88 FERC ¥ 61,227, at 27 (Sept. 15, S41-13 . . . . . .
1993} {“The strength of the benefit showing will need to be proportional to the applicant’s propesed Cont'd Wl” use the |nf0rmat|0n In the EIS and Other ana|ySGS n preparlng
exercise of eminent domain procedures.”). See generoffy 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b). |tS PUbIlC Order. Any approval by the CommiSSion WOUId be
3. TheG and Other Agendes Relying Upon this Draft £IS Must Not Foreclose conditioned on the applicant meeting all permitting requirements,
C of R ble Al to the Proposed Action . . i -
including ODEQ's. See section 1.5.1.
As part of its scoping comments, the State of Oregon recor ded that the C

abandon its practice of issuing conditional orders before receiving authorizations delegated to the State
under the Clean Water Act [CWA), the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), and the Clean Air Act
{CAA). Again, the State urges the Commission to await such authorizations to avoid violating NEPA's
procedural provisions, see 40 C.F.R. 1502.14%, as well as the substantive provisions of the above-listed
federal laws. See 33 U.S.C. § 1341(a); 16 U.S.C. § 1456(c)(3)(A); 42 U.S.C. § 7416; 16 U.S.C. § 1536(d); see
olse 40 C.F.R. § 402.09. NEPA mandates that federal agencies "[rligorously explore and cbjectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives” as well as to “[i]nclude appropriate mitigation measures not
already in the proposed action or alternatives.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a),{f). However, if the Commission
issuesa ditional app | {after pletion of this NEPA process and) before completion of
necessary state authorizations under the CWA, CAA, and CZMA, see 5U.5.C. § 717b({d), this practice will
foreclose the formulation of an alternative that an Oregon state agency may deem necessary when
carrying out its delegated authority under those laws. It is unwarranted to assume that the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality’s (*ODEQ’s") review in accordance with CWA section 401, for
example, will lead to a determination that the proposed Project will not violate state water quality
standards {or alternatively to assume that any d may be effectively mitigated) without
potentially necessitating a change in routing of the pipeline. \We urge the Commission not to circumvent
ODEQ's review that may disclose a potentially significant environmental impact that this draft EIS did
not disclose and consider. In short, the Commission's completion of its NEPA process before issuance of
the state’s necessary authorizations under the CWA, CAA, and CZMA will foreclose the consideration of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action raised as part of, for example, the Department of Land

C tion and Develop t's istency review under the CZMA. We urge the Commission to
negate the necessity of supplementing its EIS or otherwise violating MEPA by conditionally approving
this Project before the rel state agenci plete their on-going authorization processes.

SA1-14

In light of the C ission’s NEPA abligati the State of Oregon urges the Commission to
consider carefully each of Oregon's and r d and to modify specified sections
of the draft EIS to address cited concerns, and where appropriate, to incorporate agency
recommendations as required conditions in the Commission’s authorizations to support the
Commission's lusion that signifi envir al impacts have been reduced to “less-than-
significant levels.”

' Or alternatively, requiring FERC to issue a supplemental EIS, see 40 C.F.R. 1502.9(c}(1).

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 5
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SA1-15

SA1-16
SA1-17

PGCP RR3 page 48 of Pacific Connector's Resource Report filed with
FERC on February 6, 2013 and available on eLibrary states: "No
hazardous waste sites are known in the area of Coos Bay that would be
crossed by the pipeline, so toxic effects from re-suspended sediment
should not occur. However, much development, including boat
painting with toxic compounds (e.g. metals, tributyltin, polyaromatic
hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls — Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality, 2013), has occurred in Coos Bay in the past.
Catching Slough has records of elevated levels of tributyltin in the
sediment (Elgethun et al., 2000). Pacific Connector would avoid direct
impacts on Catching Slough by crossing under it with a bore. There
may be some risk of newly disturbed areas containing some unknown
quantities of potentially hazardous compounds. Pacific Connector has
prepared a plan to handle contaminated sediments discovered by
pipeline construction (see Appendix E to the Plan of Development
(POD), provided as a stand-alone document). Additionally sediment
characterization relative to potential toxic substances was evaluated by
PGCP in a report; "Sediment Characteristic of Pacific Connector Gas
Pipeline Project Haynes Inlet, Oregon" August 2, 2010 where
contaminants of concern have not been identified near the project area
within Coos Bay, including Haynes Inlet, at concentrations greater
than Sediment Evaluation Framework screening levels. Therefore, it is
unlikely that the project activities will present unacceptable risks to the
receptors of concern identified in the Model. There may be some risk
of newly disturbed areas containing some unknown quantities of
potentially hazardous compounds. Pacific Connector has prepared a
plan to handle contaminated sediments discovered by pipeline
construction (see Appendix E to the Plan of Development (POD),
provided as a stand-alone document). The evaluation of sediment and
turbidity levels being elevated to substantial levels outside of the
immediate trenching area was modeled and determined they would be
mostly low and within normal winter turbidity level ranges (see
responses to CO39-49, 51, 53 and 54). The applicant will coordinate
with ODFW concerning methods and actions to occur in the Haynes
Inlet crossing including obtaining all needed permits.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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SA1-18

We do not consider occasional 4 to 10 minute delays to be a
significant issue. Many factors cause delays in landings and
takeoffs, including weather, staffing issues, and mechanical
problems. The airport deals with these delays on a regular basis.
FERC is requiring that, prior to construction, Jordan Cove file
documentation of its consultations with the FAA as well as official
determinations made by the FAA with respect to the LNG terminal
and related facilities. In a letter to FERC dated December 22, 2014
(Accession No. 20141229-0013), the Southwest Oregon Regional
Airport stated that it "believes that the FAA process will address
and resolve any impacts of the Project on the Airport and will allow
the Project to proceed as proposed without having an adverse effect
on Airport operations or safety." Jordan Cove is continuing to work
with the FAA to resolve potential hazard issues, which have been
added to the FEIS.
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Recommended Resolution: ODA recommends that this draft EIS identify the potential adverse
socioeconomic impacts and collision danger that may result from the proposed action. ODA also
recommends this draft EI5 include a mitigation measure for when LNG vessels are in transit (day or
night} and an FAA-certified air traffic controller is not on duty. Harbor pilots working in this channel
could also be trained to communicate on an aviation radio to avoid this collision danger. This draft EIS
should identify, discuss, and recommend a communication procedure that is approved by the FAA,
Tower Chief, Port, and other appropriate airport personnel for any vessel navigating through the
Instrument Landing System {ILS) critical area, and the Commission should adopt such procedures as
required conditions of its approval.

CITATION: Chapter 4.10.1.4 = Air Traffic Page 4-842

Issue: The draft EIS fails to identify that there have been no findings of determinations for the entire
project by the Federal Aviation Administration {FAA) and the design of the LNG facility has changed
considerably since the FAA's limited aeronautical review based upon information submitted in 2008,

Discussion: The draft EIS states that the applicant submitted FAA 7460-1 forms to the FAA for review,
and that on “November 1, 2008 the FAA issued a limited aeronautical review.” The FAA found that the
LNG terminal would have “no impact” to the airport. Neither the draft EIS nor its appendices have
copies of the FAA 7460-1 forms to support this statement. ODA staff has spoken with FAA staff at the
Seattle District Office (ADO) staff to confirm the DEIS statement quoted above. According to the FAA,
there have been no findings of determinations for the entire project. In addition, ODA has received
revised FAA 7460-1 forms for the Jordan Cove project since it has been modified from the 2008 design.
Therefore, the draft EIS representations are inaccurate,

Recommended Resolution: FERC should require the applicants to submit current and accurate FAA
7460-1 formis) with a detailed site map that identifies the final design of all proposed structures in
relationship to the Southwest Regional Airport to the FAA and the ODA before it finalizes this draft EIS to
allow these agencies to consider that information to provide its analysis for the public’s and decision-
makers’ consideration,

CITATION: Chapter 4,10.1.4 = Air Traffic Page 4-482
Issue: The draft EIS fails to identify the potential adverse socioeconomic impacts that may result if the
FAA determines that this project is a potential hazard to air navigation.

Discussion: ODA has identified that the LNG tanks are potential hazards to air navigation for aircraft
flying near or to/from the Southwest Regional Airport. By having structures penetrating the horizontal
surface (as identified in 14 CFR 77}, the FAA may require the landing minimums to be increased in order
to preserve safety in aircraft missed approach procedures. (If an aircraft is unable to safely land on a
runway, a ‘missed approached’ procedure is used to allow for the aircraft to circle around the airport
and attempt another safe landing or divert to another airport.)

Runway 13-31 is still operational and is used by general aviation, as well as by commercial and charter
service aircraft. The potential structures that penetrate the horizontal surface (i.e., the LNG storage
tanks and LNG vessel) also affect runway 13-31. Currently, the horizontal surface is 167" above the
airport's runway. Anything above that level within 10,000 feet of the runway are classified as hazards by
FAA standards. The safety concern is that if an aircraft is experiencing an emergency situation and they
follow current procedures that involve a left turn, there is potential for the aircraft to strike either the
LMG storage tank or the LNG vessel {while in port), due to those structures penetration of the horizontal

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 8
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SA1-19

SA1-18
Cont'd

SA1-20

SA119

SA1-20

The DEIS states that the FAA 2008 review was not an official
determination of findings (Section 4.10.1.4). FERC is requiring
that, prior to construction, Jordan Cove file documentation of its
consultations with the FAA as well as official determinations made
by the FAA with respect to the LNG terminal and related facilities.
Updated FAA 7460-1 forms have been filed by the applicant and
pertinent information included in the FEIS.

As previously noted, Jordan Cove is required to meet all FAA
regulations and to file any official determinations prior to
construction.  The information provided regarding potential
adverse socioeconomic effects from a scenario where the FAA
determines the Project poses a hazard to air navigation has been
added to the FEIS.
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SA1-21 Updated FAA 7460-1 forms have been filed by the applicant and
;m:;_;:\te: isaksoa potential or there to b a negative impact to the Instrument Figh Rules and pertinent information included in the FEIS. Jordan Cove is
penTe s asmeiad it arraane cepariure procedures continuing to work with the FAA to resolve potential hazard issues,
The draft EIS also does not identify the issue that the FAA may consider the LNG tanks on a LNG vessel Wthh haVe been added tO the FEIS

that is moored at the port terminal to qualify as a "storage tank” under USDOT regulation 49 CFR
Section 193.2155. For example, this federal regulation requires that storage tanks be at least one mile
from the end of an airport runway or 0.3 mile from the nearest point on a runway, whichever is longer.
However, this regulation does not specifically discuss the tanks on the LNG vessel and whether these
tanks may be classified or considered storage tanks. If the FAA determines that the LNG tanks on the
vessel are considered storage tanks, the location of the vessel while at port is closer than the required
minimum of one mile of separation to the end of the runway.

Finally, the draft EIS did not address how the proposed LNG tanks and vessel meet the full requirement

of 49 CFR Section 193.2155 by addressing the height of the LNG structures. The second sentence in 49

CFR Section 193.2155 states, “the height of LNG structures in the vicinity of an airport must also comply
with Federal Aviation Administration requirements in 14 CFR Section 1.1."

In sum, if the Project’s structures penetrate the airport’s horizontal surface {above 167-feet MSL for Contd
OTH]), the FAA could deem the structures a hazard to air navigation. This FAA determination could result
in any of the following adverse impacts that should be disclosed in the DEIS:

+ Reduce operations on runway 13-31 to some air traffic.

< Any such reduction may affect FAA grant assurances for federally funded assets.

< And any such reduction may eliminate the potential for any new Federal grant money to
be invested at the airport/runway because the amount of infrastructure that needs to
be maintained could decrease.

*  Adversely impact the instrument landing system by either increasing the landing minimums or in the
worst case, prohibiting instrument landing system approaches which would then make the airport a
Visual Flight Rules {VFR} only airport.

o Ifthe airport goes to VFR-only status, then commercial (Part 139) activity may cease to
operate at the airport.

Recommended Resolution: FERC should update its draft EIS with accurate information relative to the
Project's design. FERC should also have the applicant demanstrate how the proposed LNG tanks and
wvessel meet current USDOT and FAA regulations as it relates to potential hazards to air navigation under
current air traffic patterns in Category A-D airspace in both Instrument and Visual Flight Rules. FERC
should also disclose in this draft EIS the potential sociceconomic impacts to the local area that may
result if the FAA makes any future determination that the project’s structure are a potential hazard to
air navigation,

CITATION: Chapter 4,10.1.4 - Air Traffic Page 4-842 8 4-843

Issue: This draft EIS does not identify that the FAA has not yet issued any final determination regarding
the project. Instead, it states only that forms have been filed and are being reviewed, when to date, the
only forms reviewed are those based on an earlier design submitted in 2008.

Sa1-21
Discussion: The applicant states that they have “worked with the FAA and designed the proposed :
facilities to comply with FAA rules, specifically 14 CFR 77," but then states that the FAA 7460-1 forms are
“currently being reviewed." The applicant has stated that the LNG storage tanks would qualify as

obstructions without supplying the r dation of the FAA or providing an d
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plan. The applicant recommended that the project file any aeronautical studies conducted under the
FAA Part 77 {i.e., FAA 7460-1). As of the date of this document, there has been no official FAA decision
to determine if this project poses a hazard to air navigation. The FAA 7460-1 referenced in the draft EIS
were filed in 2008 and since that filing the design of the LNG structures and the overall project has
changed in scope.

Recommended Resolution: Before finalizing this draft EIS, FERC should await the FAA's determination
as to whether the proposed structures constitute a potential hazard to air navigation based on FAA
7460-1 forms that reflect the final design of the project’s proposed structures. The FAA's determination
constitutes the high-quality and accurate scientific analysis that NEPA requires. The ODA recommends
that this draft EIS include the impact of the tall structures and LNG ships on the airport and instrument
approaches validated by the FAA, ODA recommends that the applicant develop a mitigation plan that
avoids or mitigates for the above-described adverse environmental impacts, that this plan be identified
in the draft EIS, and that it be included in the staff's recommended mitigation measures.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 10
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SAl1-22 Economic benefits associated with the terminal are discussed in
section 4.9.1.4, tax revenues in 4.9.1.5. Economic benefits
associated with the pipeline are discussed in section 4.9.2.4, tax
revenues in 4.9.2.5. The environmental effects are evaluated in
applicable sections of Chapter 4.
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Coos Bay leaders have worked diligently and thoughtfully to rebuild their economy. The Jardan Cove
Energy project would help propel their work forward. We appreciate your long and careful analysis of
the project’s costs and benefits for the region, state and country. We understand there are many
considerations beyond the economics, and we support a full analysis of this opportunity.
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SA1-23 This information has been added to the FEIS.
SAl1-24 This information has been added to the FEIS.
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3 1542
Pg. 1-49

This section fails to properly
characterize where Jordan Cove
is in the EFSC review process,

ODOE recommends the following revisions be
made: “Jordan Cove filed its original Motice of
Intent for the South Dunes Power Plant with
the EFSC on August 1, 2012, and amended
that notice on November 30, 2012, ERSE
[ODE] issued a public notice, and took
comments on the amendment up through
January 4, 2013, On February 14, 2013, EESC
[ODE] issued its original Project Order for the
South Dunes Power Plant, with an amended
Project Order issued on October 14, 2013.
ke "—»f'l it A H H o Sibe
Cerificata-with-the-ERSC- Jordan Cove
submitted its preliminary Application for
Site Certificate on January 09, 2014. ODE
d the application to be comp

on December 23, 2014 and Jordan Cove filed
the ASC on December 29, 2014. ODE Is

lewing the appll and preparing the
Draft Proposed Order.”

4 1542

This section incorrectly identifies
OAR divisions as applicable to
“energy facilities.”

QAR Chapter 345, Divisions 30-95 are not
applicable to the review of "energy facilities.”
QODOE recommends removing those
references from that section.

5 Table 1.5.1-1

This table inaccurately
represents where we are in the
EFSC process.

ODOE recommends the permit status column
be updated to reflect that Jordan Cove has
submitted its Application for a Site
Certificate. Additionally, ODOE recommends
the statement "Site Certificate Pending” be
modified to "Review is pending” as it is not
yet certain whether a site certificate will be
issued or even whether there will be a
recommendation of approval to the Council
from ODOE.

SAl

Continued, page 17 of 241

SA1-25
SA1-26
SA1-27
SA1-28
SA1-29

SA1-26

This information has been added to the FEIS.
This information has been added to the FEIS.
This information has been added to the FEIS.
This information has been added to the FEIS.
This information has been added to the FEIS.

3 11.2 This section misstates QODOE recommends the following revision:
Pg. 1-5 transmission line voltage “utility corridor, about 1 mile lang and 150
feet wide, between the LNG terminal and the
South Dunes Power Plant, including a 230-
[115]kilovalt {KV)..."
7 112 This section fails to identify the | ODOE recommends identification of the
Pg. 1-4 additional structures which are following ‘related and supporting facilities:”
‘related and supporting facilities”
to the South Dunes Power Plant *  A115kilovolt, AC, cpen-air SA1-29
and, therefore, subject to EFSC switchyard
review and authority. * Transmission Lines: (1) a one-mile,
double-circuit, 115-kV transmission
line, connecting the switchyard at
Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 14
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SA1-30 This information has been added to the FEIS.

SDPP to the gas-insulated substation
at the JCEP LNG Plant. This line is
located in the JCEP wtility carrider; (2)
a second 115-kV, single circuit, line,
2,2024 feet in length, connecting the
switchyard to the relocated
substation in the southeast portion of
the SDPP site.

* Substation: the existing on-site
substation will be relocated to an
area in the southeast portion of the

SDP site.

* Water system connections and
distributions

* Roads

* Barge Berth

* Gas Pipeline: 10 inch boil off gas
natural gas line from the LNG plant to
the facility

* (Gas metering station

*  Administration Building

* Control Building

* Operations Building

«  Stormwater pond

* Fuelstorage tank

* Water treatment facilities and plant

8 4111 This section does not ODOE recommends including the following
Pg 4-8 appropriately characterize statement in that section: With regards to
EFSC's land use standard as the South Dunes Power Plant, Jordan Cove
applicable to the South Dunes must still demonstrate compliance with the
Power Plant. EFSC Land Use standard. Under that

standard, pursuant to ORS 469.504, EFSC
must determine that the facllity complies
with the applicable substantive criteria from
the affected local government's

ach ledged compret plan and land
use regulations that are required by the
statewlde planning goals and In effect on
the date the application is submitted, and
with any Land and Conservation and

Devel P el 1

SA1-30

rules and goals and any land use states that
apply directly to the facility under ORS
197.646. For purposes of this statute, the
date the preliminary application is received
by the department |s the date the

| is

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 15
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SA1-31 The reference to OAR 345-021-0010(r) has been removed.
SA1-32 This information has been included.
SA1-33 This information has been included.
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ODOE has been working with the applicant, U.5. Coast Guard {USCG), state agencies, Coos County, City
of Coos Bay, City of North Bend, and local law enforcement and fire agencies on the reliability, safety,
and security at JCEP since 2006. ODOE and the agencies participated in USCG's Waterway Suitability
Assessment (WS5A) effort to determine whether the waterway was suitable for LNG transport. The WSA
Validation Committee review and evaluation of the JCEP WS5A resulted in a USCG Letter of
Recommendation in 2009 to FERC deeming the waterway suitable for LNG transport as long as certain
conditions are met.

Amaong the conditions that ODOE considers the most important to mitigate risk to safety and security pf
the facility and the waterway and to minimize off-site impacts to Oregon citizens in the event of an
emergency at JCEP is the requirement for JCEP to develop an Emergency Resp Plan (ERP). The ERP
is to include a Cost-Sharing Plan that identifies mechanisms for funding all project-specific
security/emergency management costs that would be imposed on the state and local agencies.

JCEP has cooperatively worked with the state and local emergency response agencies to develop a draft
ERP and a Cost-Sharing Plan. As stated on page 4-984 of the DEIS, in 2008, ODOE established the
requirements for all LNG projects in Oregon. In 2009, JCEP signed a MOU with the State of Oregon that SA1-33
established a framework for cooperation between the State of Oregon and ICEP that outlines the
responsibilities of JCEP and ODCE with respect to the safety, and security of the terminal, including the
resources and financing that JCEP would provide to state and local entities for safety and security
services. Inthe MOU, JICEP agreed to provide personnel, training and adequate funding to ensure the
necessary safety and security resources would be ilable prior to op ion and throughout the life of
the project. The 2009 MOU was replaced and superseded by a revised MOU on LNG emergency
preparedness for the export terminal signed on lune 10, 2014 between ODOE and JCEP.

ODOE and the other state and local agencies will continue to meet quarterly with the applicant and
USCG on reliability, safety, and security issues. The draft ERP, Cost-Sharing Plan, and the MOU between
ODOE and JCEP are living documents and may be reviewed and modified as needed. In particular, the
draft ERP and Cost-Sharing Plan are works in progress, and while ODOE approves of the current drafts in
concept, ODOE reserves the right to make modifications prior to recommending a version of the ERP
and Cast-Sharing Plan for FERC's approval.

Rec fed Resolution: ODOE rec is that this draft EIS include in section 5 that the Applicant
is required to continue to provide personnel, training, and adequate funding to ensure the necessary
safety and security resources throughout the life of the project, as required by the ERF and Cost-Sharing
Plan {both of which must be approved by FERC prior te construction, in consultation with ODOE and
other statutorily defined entities), which may be amended from time to time upon the mutual
agreement of ODOE and JCEP and the approval of FERC.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 17
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SA1-34 Comment noted.

SA1-35 These facilities are discussed in Chapter 2. See section 2.1.1.12 for
wetland mitigation and 2.1.1.14 for the workers camp, Non-
jurisdictional facilities are discussed in section 2.2.
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SA1-36 Alternatives are considered in Chapter 3, see the evaluation criteria
3 [Seclion T4, T FERC ncorrecly caima it FERC must consideral dirct, cumuithe, in that section. Also see section 4.14 for cumulative effects. The
P.1-15; revented from considerin and similar actions which are reasona . . . .
Section 1.4.4, apctions beyond itsiurjsdin;n. foreseeable associated with the prcpos:d SCODE Of that anaIyS|S IS dlSCUSSEd n SeCtlon 414 23
Pgs. 1-20 A0 CFR 1502.14(c) requires lead | action. FERC must also weigh the SA1.38 . . . .
through 1-22. | agencies to "include reasonable | environmental benefits and consequences of -

SA1-37 Expanding the capacity of the terminal would require a new
alternatives not within the the proposed action against all reasonable H H H H H Ha
jurisdiction of the lead agency”. | alternatives regardless of whether the lead appllcatlon tO FERC and a new NEPA anaIySIS' At thIS pOInt’ it IS

agency has jurisdiction over their not a foreseeable action.
4 Section 1.3, P. | FERC t includ lysis of | In Feb: 2014 Jordan C iveda25- _ i 1
113 | effectsof allactions whichare | year lcense from Canada's Ntional Energy SAL-38  The proposed use of the west side of the slip has evolved from the
f 15, | reasonablyforesecable | Board to export p o 1.55billon cubic eet original concept. The proposed action under this NEPA analysis
consequences resulting from the er da of natural gas. The pipeline - . -
Croposedactom T Bt/ T s e includes a single-use slip and access channel that solely supports
uotnsimuoibio gl | EOU LNG operations. The 800-foot slip width would be needed in order
The expectation of increasing the capacity of to be able to move an LNG vessel off of the LNG berth on the east
Ao Al side of the slip in the event of an incident within the LNG upland
similar action under 40 CFR 1508.2 5(a)(3).
D o osed facilities that might threaten the safety of the LNG vessel at berth.
action, Having the 800 foot slip width provides the flexibility needed for
5 Executive The DEIS describes in the If JCEP will utilize the entirety of the H
Surmory,P. | Proposed Action (pES-2)a slip, | Internatlonal Port of Goos Bay's proposed tugs to move the LNG vessel away from a hazard at the terminal or
ES-2; tug boat berth, and LNG vessel | Oregon Gateway Marine Terminal Project for at the LNG |0ading dock to the relative safety of the west side of
Section berth” with the slip being its LNG export terminal facility, then the DEIS . . - .
2113 designed to accommodate deep | needs to analyze the direct, indirect and the Sllp- A" references tO a mUItI'purpose faClllty, m|Xed'Use
Section 1.3, draft | lated t lative i cts iated with th 1li 1 1 1
e LG s 0 e ontirety of that Ovegon Gateny facility and/or alternative use in the DEIS, appendices and other
Section Marine Terminal Project. supporting documents have been deleted from the FEIS.
33.22,P.3- | Andin the DEIS project
15, description in 2.1.1.3: "The The DEIS includes as part of the propasad
terminal slip would contain an project a large marine slip that appears to be
LMG berth on the east side, and | designed to accommodate three separate SAL-38
a berth for tugboats and escort berths: one for the LNG tankers, a second for
ships on the north side.” support vessels, and a third for deep-draft
cargo vessels, but the DEIS fails to analyze the
Mothing in the DEIS indicates direct and indirect impacts associated with
that the slip is necessary for the | use of the berth by such cargo vessels. Nor
proposed LNG export terminal does the DEIS identify how the cargo vessels
facility. are associated with planned LNG export. If
the proposed action includes a slip large
enough to accommodate cargo vessels, then
the DEIS should disclose and analyze the
direct and indirect impacts of
accommodating deep-draft cargo vessels in
that marine slip and associated operations.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-39 This information has been updated in the FEIS

et e e oty SA1-40 The BLM and Forest Service have not proposed compensatory
t’*::r'nii":a{;";l::'{g‘gﬁrft‘:;‘:;:fn:*g" mitigation as a substitute for preventing habitat degradation. The
support vessels) then the DEIS should a5 compensatory mitigation plans address unavoidable adverse
R mdate the LG tankers and scpport impacts of the proposed pipeline and have been designed to meet
vessels only, i, an alterative with 2 smaler objectives in the BLM and USFS LMPs. The steps the BLM and
erminal design and less significant impacts . . . .
for the decision-makers and the public to Forest Service have taken to avoid or reduce impacts on public
evaluate. H H H

[ Section The DEIS estimates Greenhouse | The 100-year GWP horizon for methane is Iands IS documented In Cha‘pters 2 and 3 Of the DEIS The deS|gn

Assessment Report (AR2)

analysis. The IPCC rel

4121.4,P. 4- | Gas Emissions (GHGs) from
594 construction and operation
using outdated global warming
potential (GWP) values. FERC
uses data from the IPCC Second

published in 1995 to support its

revised upwards from 21 to 35 from the IPCC
ARZ to AR5 reports, an increase of more than
50%. GWPs reflect the relative warming
potential of various gases normalized to a
standard value of 1 for carbon dioxide. AR2
was prepared in the mid-1990s when climate
change was an emerging science. Itis

horizans.

Fifth Assessment Report (ARS)
between September 2013 and
February 20014 which presents
updated and currently accepted
GWP values for a range of time

ble to ¢ de that recent GWP data
reflect an advanced understanding of global
warming potential. FERC should adopt GWP
values from the IPCC ARS report in
developing GHG emission estimates from
construction and operation. These astimates
should further be used to evaluate both
direct and cumulative effects of project GHG
emissions to adhere to the Council on
Envir tal Quality guid | don
December 18, 2014.

features and project requirements are described in the plans of
development submitted by Pacific Connector in their 2013
application. The compensatory mitigation plans included in section
2.1.4 of the DEIS have been developed and proposed by the BLM
and Forest Service, not the applicant. These actions would be
included as requirements in the ROW grant and should be
considered as part of the proposed action. It is also important to
note that the BLM and Forest Service have not proposed any
amendments to the ACS for the PCGP project. Consistency with
the ACS is addressed in Section 4.1.3.5 and Appendix J of the
DEIS.

7 Section Completion of the pipeline The Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP) Standard
4135 Pgs. project will require amendments | and Guideline WR-3 stipulates that mitigation
4-68t0 4-154 | to Rogue, Umpqua, and Winema | cannot be used as a substitute for preventing

Mational Forest Land and habitat degradation, The DEIS must consider
Resource Management Plans all reasonable alternatives which reduce or
{LRMPs). JCEP seeks eliminate aquatic impacts before considering
amendments to these plans to amendments to existing management plans
allow work in restricted riparian | to avoid conflicts with ACS objectives. ODEQ,
corridors, removal of effective will conduct its CWA Section 401 evaluation SAr0
shade on perennial streams, and | based on finalized revisions to LRMPs
the creation of detrimental soil adopted by the National Forest Service rather
conditions in riparian areas. than mitigation measures proposed by the
Impacts identified by JCEP proponent,
conflict with key Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS)
objectives related to water
quality, riparian habitats, and
sediment regimes. JCEP has
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proposed mitigation measures
to reduce the project impacts,
ensure continued watershed
function, and compliance with
ACS objectives.

3 Section Pacific Connector modeled the This analysis is not sufficient to determine
44232, P. 4 thermal effects of removing compliance with Oregon’s temperature
400 riparian shade within a 75-foot standard. FERC must consider the

construction corridor at 13 cumulative thermal impact resulting from
representative stream crossings. | shade loss at all stream crossings within each
The maximum temperature rise | watershed. The failure of the DEIS to
identified in the modeling effort | disclose and analyze ODEQ's cumulative
was 0.3°C. From this effect analysis is a deficiency of this EIS.
information, the DEIS concludes
that “construction and operation
of the pipeline would have no
discernible effect on stream

perature.”

] Section The DEIS states “A spill or leak of | ODEQ recommends acknowledging that
44.2.1 fuel or oil into Coos Bay during these ships often carry millions of gallons of
P. 4-365 LNG vessel transit is also unlikely | fuel and that a release of fuel within Coos Bay
First full because of vessel design and on- | or near shore areas could present significant
paragraph board spill kits.” While there adverse environmental impacts. ODEQ also

may be measures in place to recommends discussing the requirement
prevent or mitigate spills under Oregon Revised Statute 468B.300. —
shipboard, the consequence of a | ORS 456B.500 for each vessel to have an
major fuel spill from an LNG ODEQ-app d il spill i plan
could be catastrophic for the specific to Coos Bay. The plans will include
environment and local economy | pre-existing Geographic Response Plans
Coos Bay. {GRPs) that can be employed in the case of a
large spill.

10 | Section 412 The DEIS groups noise issues Compliance with the noise rules is required,
Air Quality with Air Quality. ODEQ is and this DEIS must disclose the noise impacts
and Noise. responsible for permitting of the proposed action. The Energy Facility
P. 4-874 stationary sources of air Siting Council (EFSC), under the Department

pollution, and enforcing those of Energy, is authorized to approve the siting
permit conditions, At present, of large energy facilities in the state, EFSC
the Oregon legislature has staff review applications to ensure that
removed ODEQ's funding to proposed facilities meet the state noise
implement and enforce state regulations. Also, there may be local noise
laws related to noise; however, | ordinance that need to be followed.

the rules remain effective.

11 | Section 4.12 The list of New Source Include NSPS Subpart Q000 in the list of
New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) applicable requirements, and explain how the
Performance | that apply to the source as listed | source will comply with the requirements,
Standards on Page 4-887 omits NSPS
Permit Subpart 0000 (Standards of
Requirements | Performance for Crude Oil and

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Information on stream crossings and riparian vegetation removed
on a basin basis has been added to the analysis. Intuitively,
removing 75 feet of riparian vegetation at several crossing points
per watershed, when considered in terms of a watershed that
includes tens of thousands of acres, would have an extremely small
effect on water temperature at the watershed level. Also, it is worth
noting that while there are approximately 234 streams crossed by
the pipeline, approximately 137 of these are either Intermittent or
ephemeral streams. Tree removal on ephemeral streams would be
very unlikely to affect the water temperature since these streams
only flow during rainstorms. Since most intermittent streams are
only running water in the fall, winter, and/or spring, tree removal
would have little effect on stream temperature.

This information has been added to the FEIS. The need for a
separate Qil Spill Contingency Plan in accordance with Oregon
Revised Statute 468B.300-ORS 456B.500 has been recognized by
Jordan Cove in their Resource Report 11.

The DEIS does disclose the noise impacts of the proposed project,
it also notes local noise standards, as well as State standards. See
section 4.12.2.3. In particular, see table 4.12.2.4-1 and other tables
in that section.

Subpart OOO0O does not apply. The units affected by Subpart
0O0O0O0 are predominantly upstream of the natural gas transmission
and storage segment; the sole exception to this is storage vessels
for crude oil, condensate, intermediate hydrocarbon liquids, or
produced water that has the potential to emit at least 6 tons per year
of volatile organic compounds (and the project does not have such
storage vessels).

SAL

SA1-41

SAL-42

SA1-43

N SAL-44
W-2215
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P.4-879 Natural Gas Production,
Transmission and Distribution.

12 | Table The GHG emissions in the table | The applicant should be required to update
4121.4-2 from the Jordan Cove location the GHG emissions in Table 4,

Greenh are appr Iy 10% lower 12.1.4-2. to accurately reflect the proposed
gas emissions. | than the GHG emissions from the facility.
P. 4-895 requested in the Air

Contaminant Discharge Permit

application i to ODEQ.

13 | Section The Pacific Connector would be | The temporary GHG Rules currently in effect
41212 required to submit a Prevention | state a source is not subject to New Source
NSR/PSD of Significant Deterioration Review and Best Available Control
Preconstructi | permit application b the Technology requi based on GHG
on Permit Klamath Compressor Station has | emissions alone. It is unknown if this rule will
Requirements | the potential to exceed the be adopted permanently. The facility should
P. 4-887 thresheld of 100,000 TPY of CO2 | be required to comply with the final rules as

equivalents. adopted,

14 | Section The NOx emissions from the Green House Gas (GHG) Rules currently in
4121.2 Klamath compressor station effect state a source is not subject to New
NSR/PSD would be subject BACT because | Source Review and Best Available Control
Preconstructi | of GHG emissions. Technology (BACT} requirements based on
on Permit GHG emissions alone. It is unknown if this
Requirements rule will be adopted permanently. The
P. 4-887 facility should be required to comply with the

final rules as adopted.

15 | Section Second paragraph of this Correct the error. Secondary emissions are
4121.2 section: The reference to Table | not counted towards the federal major
NSR/PSD 4,12.1.2-2 {In the censtruction source determination. See definitions of
Preconstructi | section below) does not make “federal major source” and “secondary
on Permit sense, emissions” contained in OAR 340-200-0020.
Requirements | Table 4.12.1.2-2 can be seenon | Since the source is not a federal major
P. 4-887 the bottom of page 4-889. source, the Prevention of Significant

Maybe they meant to reference | Deterioration (PSD) requirements contained
Table 4.12.1.2-3 on the bottom | in QAR 340-224-0070 would not apply to the
of page 4-890. Ifso.. See Klamath Compressor Station.

temporary GHG rules for

resolution.

16 | Section Appears that an AERSCREEN The DEIS should require the facility to submit
4121.2 assessment may have been the AERSCREEM assessment to ODEQ for
Operation Air | performed for the Klamath review and approval. The CDEQ Air Quality
Quality Compressor Station. modeling reviewer must review the analysis
Impacts and and results before ODEQs Air Quality
Mitigation Program can accept the results as
P. 4-891 acceptable/reliable.

17 | P.ES-6, and P. | ODEQ issued Weyerhaeusara Correct the DEIS text to reflect the site status
4-302 “no further action” as having a “partial no further action”

determi but included determi and ref that there are

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAL
SAL-45
SAL-46
SAL-47
SAL-48
SAL-49
SAL-50

The difference Is due to the fact that the EIS table shows emissions
in units of metric tonnes (which are the units used by both US EPA
and the international community for GHG reporting) whereas the
ACDP application shows emissions in units of English (short) tons,
which is the convention for air permits. A metric tonne is
approximately 10% more than an English (short) ton.

Comment noted. As noted in section 1.5.1, the applicant would be
required to comply with all State permitting requirements.

Comment noted. As noted in section 1.5.1, the applicant would be
required to comply with all State permitting requirements.

The text was corrected as noted in this comment.

The facility will need to submit their assessments to ODEQ for
review and approval to get their air permit; there is no need for the
EIS to require this.

This information has been corrected.

W-2216

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

SAl Continued, page 26 of 241

SAl1-51 Clarification has been added to the FEIS that the well field is
managed though conditions outlined in the Forest Service Special
Permit. Conditions in the permit are protective of aquatic and
terrestrial ecosystems located in the ODNRA (CBNBWB 2009).

SA1-52 This information has been added to the FEIS.

SA1-53 This has been corrected.

SA1-54 This has been corrected. Note, this is on page 4-408, not 4-308.
SA1-55 This has been added.
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22

General
Comment

Potential discharges of
wastewater to water quality
limited streams.

Identify that there is insufficient information
at this time to conclusively determine
whether wastewater from the proposed
project will contribute to exceedances of
state water quality standards. Identify that
this determination will be made through
QDEQ permitting processes and may result in
additional requirements not currently
recommended by FERC.

23

P. 4-359,
Surface Water
Quality

Only Category 5 listed waters,

Correct omission and identify that category 4
listed waters should also be included from
the 303(d) List.

24

Section
1.51.7;
Table 1.5.1-1

Water Quality Permitting
Omitted

Correct omission. The section only references
CWA requirements related to 404 permitting
and 401 certification. There is no mention of
applicable NPDES and WPCF permitting
requirements related to construction
stormwater, industrial stormwater,
hydrostatic test water, trench and
construction dewatering water, or process
wastewater.

Table1.51-1

Caorrect omission. The sections covering
ODEQ water quality permitting do not
mention the existing individual NPDES permit
at the location proposed for the lordan Cove
industrial treatment facility, Discharge of any
wastewater not currently allowed by this
permit from new facilities cannot be
authorized until this permit is revised.

25

General
Comment;
P.2-1-1;
P.4-571

‘Wastewater associated with
hydrostatic test water and the
NPDES General Storm water
Permit (1200-C}

Correct error: The discharge of hydrostatic
test water from the storage tanks at the
lordan Cove site and the pipeline would not
be covered by registration to NPDES general
permit #1200-C. While this general permit
does allow for some types of non-stormwater
discharges, hydrostatic test water of this
nature is not expressly allowed. If hydrostatic
test water is to be discharged to waters of
the state, WPCF or NPDES individual permits
would be required. The maps provided are
inadequate to identify each of the discharge
points. This comment also applies to trench
dewatering water.

This DEIS should recommend that discharge
rates of hydrostatic test waters should be

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl
SA1-56
) SA1-57
SA1-58
SA1-58 SA1_59

It is not clear what wastewater the comment refers to. If this refers
to the LNG terminal, see the above response.

Category 4 and 5 listings are included as water quality limited
waters on page 4-372 of the DEIS and listed in Table 4.4.2.2-3.

The section of this table related to the ODEQ already contains a
disclosure of these permit requirements and current status of the
permit application. If the State has more information on this
process or the current status, it can provide this information to the
FERC. Note that there are no statements in the EIS that remove or
reduce the applicants' requirements and obligations to the State or
the State permit process. The applicant will be required to comply
with State regulations and permit requirements.

Statement has been corrected in the FEIS.
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regulated and energy dissipation devices
used to prevent upland area erosion,
streambed scour, suspension of sediments,
or excessive stream flow,

P.2-1-1: Correct error and omission. The
paragraph at the top of the page states that
ne biocides or chemicals would be added to
the hydrostatic test water. It should be
noted that the water from CBNBWE
distribution system contains residual
chlorine.

P.4-571: Correct Error: The DEIS states that it
is proposed that the hydrostatic test water
will be tested for NPDES permit requirements
and that treatment would be provided if
required. The proposed discharge is not
covered by the existing Jordan Cove NPDES
permit. Additional data is needed to
characterize the proposed discharge to
determine if it can be permitted and, if it can,
the existing permit will need to be revised.
This process will develop the effluent
limitations and required treatment
procedures.

6

Section
1517

Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA)

Clarify that the requirements of the CZMA
are applicable to NPDES individual permits
and must be included in the NPDES individual
permit for the Jordan Cove industrial
wastewater treatment facility.

27

P.2-20

Ocean outfall from industrial
treatment facility

Carrect error. The ocean outfall is not owned
by the Coos Bay North Bend Water Board
{CBNBWE). It is owned by Port of Coos Bay.

SA1-50

58161

8

Section
2411

‘Water and sewer capacity for
work force housing facility

Confirm before finalizing EIS the ability of the
City of North Bend to provide water and
sewage service to work force housing facility.

29

Section
2412

Concrete Batch Plant

A concrete batch plant may require ODEQ
permitting under a NPDES General Permit
{1200-A) or a WPCF General Permit {1000-A).
All truck wash out areas/pits must be
maintained on-site with no dischargesto a
waterbody.

30

P. 4-361

Wastewater Treatment Facilities

Clarify whether Jordan Cove wastewater
sources are intended to be treated and
discharged through the ocean outfall under
the authority of the existing NPDES individual

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-62

SA1-64

SAl

Continued, page 28 of 241

SA1-60
SA1-61
SA1-62
SA1-63
SA1-64

Information is found in Section 1.4.4.8.
Text has been corrected.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Statement has been corrected in the FEIS.
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permit. There will be a number of waste
streams generated during construction and
during plant operations, including = oily
storm water runoff, power plant wastewater,
and LNG If these

sources are intended to be treated and
discharged through the ocean outfall under
the authority of the individual NPDES permit,
DEQ will need additional information
regarding effluent quality and quantity and
available treatment technology to determine
permit limitations.

31

P.2-32

Klamath Falls Compressor
Station

Clarify uncertainty as to whether the
compressor station would generate any
process wastewater, non-process
wastewater, or stormwater exposed to
industrial activity,

32

P. 4359

Surface Water Quality, Fecal
Coliferm

Carrect error. The section states that fecal
coliform contamination will not be a problem
due to the fact that the wastewater and
stormwater would be treated. The statement
implies that such wastewater is proposed to
be disinfected. The statement is also

in with the cited above
on page 4-571.

33

General
Comment

On-5ite Sewage System

Correct deficiency: The DEIS needs to disclose
and analyze the proposal for an onsite
sewage system and soil composition so as to
sufficiently support its conclusions. For
example, if the applicant chooses to use an
onsite systemn for domestic waste, they will
need a favorable soil site evaluation and
other approvals, This is complicated because
fill material will be used to elevate the site,
and the soils may not be conducive for an on-
site system. See OAR 340-071. This should all
be discussed in the DEIS,

34

P. 4-365

Sanitary Wastes

Correct error. Sanitary wastes would not be
hauled to a licensed disposal site. Such
wastes would be hauled by a licensed hauler
to a permitted treatment facility.

35

P. 4-796

Solid Waste Handling

Correct error. Solids waste from the housing
facility would be handled by a private
collection service under contract by the City
of North Bend. The Coos Bay Public Works
Department would not be performing this
service.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Continued, page 29 of 241

SAl
SA1-65
SA1-64 SA1-66
SA1-67
SA1-68
SA1-69

The compressor station would not generate any process
wastewater, non-process wastewater, or stormwater exposed to
industrial activity. This has been clarified in the FEIS.

Jordan Cove is not proposing an on-site sewage system; sewage
would be processed through the City of North Bend’s wastewater
treatment system via a new sewer line. Statement is corrected in
the FEIS.

FEIS has been corrected. Jordan Cove is not proposing on-site
sewage treatment. There would be a connection to the City of North
Bend's sewer system and wastewater treatment.

This has been corrected.
This has been corrected.
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36 | General As per the State's Anti- Correct deficiency: The DEIS should fully

Comment degradation Rule {Oregon analyze whether the project can comply with
Administrative Rule (OAR) 340- applicable Clean Water Act Antidegradation
041-0004{7): “Water quality requirements as set out in 40 CFR 122.4(i), 40
limited waters may not be CFR 131.12, OAR 240-041-0004, DEQ's
further degraded except in Antidegradation Pelicy, Implementation
accordance with section Internal Management Directive for NPDES
{9}{a)(B), (C) and (D) of this Permits and Section 401 Water Quality
rule.” In allowing new or Certifications (March 2001}, and EPA's August
increased discharged loads, the | 8, 2013, Review of Oregon’s Antidegradation
Commission or Department Internal Management Directive, These
must make the following antidegradation regulations, rules, and
findings as per rule: pelicies require, inter olia, maintaining and
(&) The new or increased protecting existing instream uses, protecting
discharged load will not cause and maintaining existing high quality waters
water quality standards to be unless certain state findings are made, and
violated; prohibitions on certain new point source
(B) The action is necessary and discharges to water quality limited water
benefits of the lowered water bodies.
quality outweigh the
environmental costs of the
reduced water quality.

(C) The new or increased
discharged load will not
unacceptably threaten or impair
any recognized beneficial uses
or adversely affect threatened
or endangered species.

(D) The new or increased
discharged load may not be
granted if the receiving stream is
classified as being water quality
limited under sub-section {a) of
the definition of “Water Quality
Limited” in OAR 340-041-0002.
The applicant must demonstrate
that these findings are
supported in the DEIS.

37 | General - The proposed riparian activities | There should be a discussion about Oregon
there is no would lessen stream side shade | Department of Agriculture’s (ODA) SB1010
mention of which would reduce the Agricultural Water Quality Management Area
ODA SB1010 potential to reach TMDL Plans (AWQMAP] in the DEIS. AWOMAPs
AWOMAP in identified shade targets on detail how lands under the jurisdiction of
the document | private lands supporting ODA will meet the total maximum daily load

agricultural uses. See individual | {TMDL) requirements.
AWQMAPs for riparian

management goals and

reguirements.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-7

SAl

Continued, page 30 of 241

SA1-70

SAl1-71

As stated on page 4-371 of the DEIS, compliance with Oregon
water quality standards and applicable TMDLSs would be addressed
during the CWA Section 401 water quality certification processes
prior to construction.

The NEPA analysis primarily assess effects to resources.
Determination of whether the project would meet State water
quality standards is not necessarily assessed. The State, when
issuing permits, can designate the specific requirements to be met
by the project actions including specific State regulations.

As stated on page 4-371 of the DEIS, compliance with Oregon
water quality standards and applicable TMDLs would be addressed
during the CWA Section 401 water quality certification processes
prior to construction.
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Continued, page 31 of 241

SA1-72

SA1-73

The DEIS identifies the impacts to both upland, riparian, and
wetland vegetation in sections 4.5.2.1. See the response to SIA-41
for effects on temperature. See table 4.14.3-1 for the cumulative
effects of all foreseeable projects, including the pipeline, in each of
the 19 watersheds crossed by the Project. In nearly all cases, all
foreseeable projects effect too small a percent of the watershed to
have a significant effect on water quality or habitat function.

As a result of the extensive watershed analysis conducted by the
BLM and Forest Service, more information is available for federal
lands than private lands. The information that the ODEQ has
developed plans for impacted streams that includes streambank
restoration procedures has been added. See FERC's Plan and
Procedures, and the applicant's proposed changes in Appendix P.
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40 | General The pipeline route will cross 2.4 | Correct omission: the DEIS should contain
Pipeline: P. 4- | miles of estuarine habitat in additional information regarding how
587 Coos Bay and cross or pass near | impacts to streams located on or near private

an additional 274 waterbodies, | property will be addressed. The loss of
of which 113 are known or stream bank vegetation could further
[ d to be inhabited by degrade water quality.

fish. In addition, 4 new stream

crossings would occur along the

14 temporary or 13 permanent

roads, 2 of which are known to

have fish. Pipeline total miles

have changed from 230 to 232

miles from the previous import

DEISand from 379 stream

crossings to 274,

41 | Pipeline The DEIS does not reference the | Correct omission: The DEIS should identify
Turbidity turbidity standard (ORS 340-041- | how the pipeline is going to be constructed
Standard 0036) or information pertaining | without increasing turbidity above 10%

to the turbidity standard. The background for the public and decision-
DEIS mentions that turbidity makers id ion, If mitiga standard:
within the stream will be are relied upon, then these should be
impacted, but the water quality | disclosed and required as recommended
will be restored within 100 ft. measures.

downstream of the disturbance.

As the rule states: No more than | From this information, ODEQ will evaluate
@ ten percent cumulative proposed actions for impacts to water quality
increase in natural stream and that ODEQ may place conditions on
turbidities may be alffowed, os activities, including the implementation of
measured relative to o control BMPs and/cr monitoring requirements as
point i diately up. of 1, to ensure comy e with state
the turbidity cousing activity. water quality standards including turbidity,
However, limited duration which will become mandatory conditions in
activities necessary to address the project license.

an emergency or to

accommodate essentiol

dredging, construction or other

legitimate activities and which

couse the standard to be

exceeded may be authorized

provided all practicoble turbidity

control techniques hove been

applied.

42 Pipeline In the DEIS it is noted that all Because the streams located in Klamath
Revegetation | disturbed areas will be reseeded | County already have impacts from nutrients
Potential Pgs. | with native vegetation and will in sediment, the DEIS must be modified to
4-319 10 4- be seeded within & days of final | provide addition detail regarding how the
321 grading of the right of way. The erosion controls will be utilized and managed

DEIS indicates that 163.8 miles to keep sedi t from entering streams or

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl Continued, page 32 of 241

SAl-74 Impacts to streams, on all lands, is discussed in section 4.4.2.2 and
in 46.2.3. Also, see FERC's Plan and Procedures, and the

applicant's proposed changes in Appendix P.

The role of the DEIS is to identify the environmental effects of the
project. The DEIS discusses the likely effect of the Proposed
Action on turbidity in section 4.4.2.2 and how turbidity would
affect fish in section 4.6.2.3. The DEIS also states that the applicant
would need to meet the requirements of the State permitting
process.

As stated on page 2-105 and elsewhere, details about erosion
control can be found in FERC's Plan, the POD, and in Pacific
Connector's Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan. Effective
erosion control is important along the entire route and would be
required in all work areas.

SA1-75

SA1-76

SA1-76
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or 70.6 percent of the pipeline waterbodies impacted by the pipeline
length will consist of soils having | especially those areas with poor re-
poor revegetation potential, In vegetation potential, Provide information
addition, the DEIS indicates that | also pertaining to the appropriate application
revegetation measures will be rates of fertilizers and how nutrient runoff
needed in some areas including | will be prevented,
the use of fertilizers.

43 | Pipeline The DEIS address’ cumulative Because the coastal area of the pipeline and
Cumulative effects. However, the area that | terminal facility will have long-term effects
Impacts will be most impacted from on water quality, the DEIS needs to elaborate
Page 4-997 cumulative effects/cumulative and expand its discussion of these impacts
through 4- impacts is Coos Bay and and how proposed mitigation measures will
1024 tributaries discharging directly mitigate adverse water quality impacts in the

to Coos Bay. In addition to the affected streams, estuaries, and aguatic

dredging and trenching through | habitat.

the marshlands, additional

impacts from vessels will Impacts to habitat and water quality should

continue to have a long-term be discussed in the context of the most

effect on the bay. sensitive beneficial use. For example, the
beneficial use of drinking water is most

Additional projects in the stream | sensitive to turbidity followed by turbidity

reach areas such as timber sales | affecting fish.

and other activities may impact

the streams. Correct deficiency: The long-term effects on
Coos Bay are not adequately addressed. The

Cumulative Effects: The cumulative effects of future channel

incremental environmental deepening in Coos Bay and/or Port of Coos

impact or effect of the proposed | Bay plans for future development have not

action, together with impocts of | been adequately addressed in relation to

past, present, and reasonably habitat loss, sedimentation, and increased air

foreseeable future actions, deposition.

regardiess of what ogency

(Federal or non-Federal] or Long-term effects are discussed at length in

person undertokes such other relation to federal ownerships but are not

octions. Cumulative effects con adequately addressed in the context of

result from individually minor private ownerships. Please provide

but cellectively signifi dditional detail regarding long-term effects

actions taking ploce over o on private lands.

period of time (40 CFR 1508.7).

44 | Pipeline The loss of stream bank The DEIS indicates that Large Woody Debris
Streambank vegetation and corresponding {LWD} will be used in locations where the
Protection cold water refugia will need to pipeline crosses streams such as the Spencer
and be mitigated especially in areas Creek. This DEIS should identify that
Restoration P, | that have temperature additional mitigation measures may be
4-391 impairment. For example, needed to encompass the loss of localized

crossing locations within cold water sources and refugia in addition to
Spencer Creek are in a critical the loss of spawning habitat that may occur
area for spawning redband as a result of stream crossings.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl

Continued, page 33 of 241

SAL-77

SA1-78

SA1TE

The DEIS discloses impacts to water quality in the bay from the
LNG facilities in section 4.4.2.1 and from the pipeline in section
4.4.2.2. See the response to SIA-38 for other uses of the marine
slip. See table 4.14.2.3-1 for foreseeable projects in the Coos Bay
Frontal Pacific Ocean Watershed. Any proposal to deepen the
existing channel to accommodate larger tankers would require a
new application and a new NEPA analysis. It is not a foreseeable
action. Note that the description of possible future use of the west
side of the slip is no longer viable and has been deleted from the
FEIS.

The Project includes extensive mitigation by the BLM and Forest
Service on lands they manage (see table 2.1.4-1). In addition, the
USFWS and NMFS would require additional mitigation for effects,
especially on private land.
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Continued, page 34 of 241

SA1-79

SA1-80

SA1-81

Information has been added to the FEIS.

The applicant will be required to meet all state and local permit
requirements, which will include details on meeting water quality
standards, including beneficial uses, on a site-by site basis.

The State's concern can be addressed through its own permitting
process. The applicant would be required to meet state and federal
laws and regulations, as stated in section 1.5.1 of the DEIS.

Stream crossing methods are discussed in section 4.4.2.2. Also, see
FERC's Plan and Procedures, and the applicant's proposed changes
in Appendix P. The State may require additional design and stream
crossing methods and mitigation as part of their permitting process.

The information that the Rogue River (river mile 0-216.8) is
currently on the proposed 2012 303(d) list of impaired waters -
Category 5 - Water Quality Limited has been added to the
discussion of mercury in section 4.1 and in the water quality
discussion in section 4.4 of the FEIS. The Project includes
effective erosion control measures. The State may require
additional design and stream crossing methods and mitigation as
part of their permitting process.
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legacy mercury mines only,
Given the high potential for
mercury in soils within the
Rogue Basin, mercury should be
addressed across the proposed
pipeline route in the context of
erosion prevention/sediment
control,

The DEIS (page 4-610] states,
“Overall, adverse effects to fish
from mercury would not occur
from Pacific Connector Pipeline
Project actions despite
occasional elevated mercury
levels that naturally occur,
because upslope soil erosion
would be controlled and dry
crossing methods would be used
in East Fork Cow Creek.”
Construction sites must be
stabilized after post construction
to ensure no erosion occurs with
wet weather as per the ECRP. If
soils containing high levels of
mercury are encountered in the
Rogue Basin or other mercury
containing areas including the
East Fork Cow Creek drainage
during Project construction,
Pacific Connector must
implement the measures
outlined in its Contaminated
Substances Discovery Plan.

WILLAMETTE BASIN MERCURY
TMODL, 2006
http:/fwww.deq.state or.us/wa/
tmdls/docs/willamettebasin/will
amette/chpt3mercury. pdf

48

4.2.2.5Pgs. &
284 to 4-292

Blasting

As per the DEIS the blasting
potential was classified as high
for about 100 miles of the
proposed pipeline route. All
blasting would be done by
licensed contractors under the
terms of applicable regulatory
requirements. Although there is

Correct deficiency: The DEIS should identify
the water quality impacts caused by blasting.

The DEIS should also disclose permits from
ODFW and coordination with ODEQL are
required for blasting in waters of the state,
The DEIS should discuss measures that will be
applied to minimize and i d

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl Continued, page 35 of 241

SA1-82 The need for permits from ODFW and coordination with ODEQ
for blasting in waters of the state have been noted in the FEIS. The
effects of blasting on streams is addressed in sections 4.4.2.2 and
4.6.2.3 of the DEIS.

SA1-E1
Contd
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SA1-83 Comment noted.

SA1-84 The expected direct and indirect effects of the Project are disclosed
in the resource sections of Chapter 4. This section is discussing
cumulative effects, and therefore, it is appropriate to discuss the
total expected erosion, past, present, and foreseeable.
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51 |P.2-86 Page 2-86 of the DEIS state that | Correct error: Eventual re-vegetation and
Temporary in addition to the standard 95- restoration does not obviate the requirement
Extra Work foot-wide construction right-of- | to guantify the cumulative thermal impacts.
Areas way, Pacific Connector would Since TEWAs will result in the additional
use Temporary Extra Work Areas | removal of riparian areas , the DEIS should be
(TEWAS) where site-specific modified to reflect a requirement that the
characteristics would require thermal impacts of this activity will need to
additional space. Most TEWAs be quantified prior to commencement of the
would be cleared of vegetation, | project to comply with state water quality
and some would be graded as standards, Subsequent increases in solar
necessary to create safe work loading should be included in the solar
space for construction activities, | loading assessment and include these
TEWAS are proposed for thermal units in thermal mitigation
waterbody and wetland calculations.
crossings. The DEIS also states
that these areas would be TEWAS will result in the additional removal of
disturbed only temporarily riparian areas at crossing areas, FERC should
during pipeline construction and | include a recommendation that this activity
would be restored and be quantified prior to commencement of the
revegetated afterwards, in project.
accordance with Pacific
Connector's ECRP.

P.2-112
"TEWAs would be located maore
than 50 feet away from the edge
of waterbodies where possible,
and Pacific Connector has
identified locations where site-
specific conditions or other
constraints prevent a 50-foot
setback.”

52 P. 4-615 DEIS text on page 4-515 states Correct error: Cumulative thermal impacts
Thermal "Based on ilable inf tion, | need to be d as changes in percent
impact at we conclude that any changes in | effective shade or thermal load. Mitigation
crossings water temperature, related to will be based upaon the increase in thermal

7 5-foot-wide right-of-way units.
vegetation clearing at
waterbody crossings, are likely
to be very small and
undetectable through
measurements, except for
possibly the very smallest and
often intermittent flowing
streams, that also generally
contain limited fish
populations.”

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Final EIS
SAl Continued, page 37 of 241
SA1-85 The analysis of effects from construction does include the
temporary work areas. There is no error.
SA1-86 The analysis includes more than just the statement quoted in the

comment. See the temperature modeling in this section and other
studies used in the analysis. Additionally, the applicant has
indicated they will do additional riparian plantings in the ratio of
1:1 for construction phase affects and 2:1 for permanent impacts to
mitigate for any potential temperature increases as outlined in the
DEQ letter of September 12, 2011 (see PCGP 2013 Thermal impact
Assessment).
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SA1-87 FERC's Erosion Control and Sedimentation Plan includes measures
to ensure that the turbid water would not reach the waters of the
State, as noted in the DEIS.

SA1-88 Comment noted. There are multiple plans; therefore, multiple
names are used in the EIS.
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* Post-project monitoring,

* Stormwater management
system, and

& 'New' NPDES permit for
stormwater collected from
oily water collection sumps.

Plus there are general
references to different time
frames such as:

+ Operational phase,

* During construction and
operation of the terminal,
and

» Design, construction and
operation.

Generally, it appears for the
Jordan Cove site, ‘impacts on
s0ils” are minimized by following
the ESCP. And for the Pacific
Connector, ‘impacts on soils’ are
minimized using the ECRP.

preparing a Stormwater
Pallution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP}, and that this
application would be made
between one year and six
months prior to the scheduled
pipeline construction. ODEQ has
multiple guestions:

55 Erasion Straw bales tend to pond water | The DEIS should recommend that the use of
control instead of filter water when they | straw bales not be used as sediment barriers
general are used as sediment barrier and that it require the use of another type of
[ devices. maore effective sedi barrier.

56 | Erosion Silt fences are referenced Identify, discuss, and recommend other
control throughout the document as sediment barrier BMPs such as compost
general one of the main BMPs to be socks, straw wattles, or other re-usable
comment used for sediment barriers. devices.

There are several other BMPs
that may be less expensive,
easier to haul to remote sites,
and won't need to be
completely removed and taken
to a land fill for disposal.

57 | Section 2.4, P. | The DEIS states that Pacific Correct error: This DEIS should reference the
2-93, Connector is committed to correct permits and use the correct names

for those plans required by ODEQ's permits.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl

Continued, page 39 of 241

SA1-89
SA1-90

SA1-91

Cont'd

SA1-89

2
o

Sa1-81

FERC's Plan permits the use of straw bales and other measures.

FERC's Plan lists several methods, the silt fences are discussed as
one of the BMPs that may be used.

Statement has been corrected in the FEIS.
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= |sthis permit meant to be
QODEQ's NPDES 1200-C
construction stormwater
permit that includes the
Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan {ESCP), or the
1200-Z industrial
stormwater permit that
includes the Stormwater
Pollution Control Plan
(SWPCP)?

+ Jordan Cove site would not
have a Standard Industrial
Code ({SIC code) that would
require a 1200-Z permit.

+ However, the operation of a
concrete batch plant that
will be used in the
construction of the LNG
storage tanks would require
a1200-A permit. The 1200-A
permit also has a SWPCP
that is required to be
submitted with the

The construction of a

general permits are missing
from the table,

58 | Section 401 Correct error by clarifying between these two
and Section stormwater management permits when referencing “stormwater
402 of the system (Section 401} to gather runaff.”

CWA general | runoff from impervious surfaces

comment within the terminal is separate
from the ESCP {Section 402} that
protects stormwater during
construction.

59 | General In the DEIS, the 1200-C permit Correct error: Properly reference which plans
references appears to only reference in will be used for what projects (Jordan Cove or
between the relation to Jordan Cove's Pacific Connector) and time frames
1200-C's ESCP | project. A 1200-C will alsc be {construction or operation).
and the ECRP | needed for the Pacific

Connector's project, or an
individual NPDES erosion control
permit. The ESCP should not
conflict with the ECRP
throughout the entire
document.
60 | Table 1.51-1 | The NPDES 1200-C and 1200-A Correct error: Add these permits to the table.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl Continued, page 40 of 241

SA1-92 Statement has been corrected in the FEIS.
SA1-93 Statement has been corrected in the FEIS.
SA1-94 This information has been added to the FEIS.

Sa1-91
Cort'd

S8

SA1.43

SA1-04
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SA1-95 Comment noted. The purpose of the DEIS is to identify

61 [P. 4612 As requzzted in UIDEQ'S Corre;t error: Poten‘:ialtimnerature impacts environmental impacts. The methods used in the DEIS do this. The
Temperature September 2011 letter ODEQ, must be represented as changes in percent . . .
Impapcts wapnts Pacific Connector to apply | effective s:ade oractual lherﬁal Io::s in State may reqU Ire d Iﬁerent measures and methOdS as part Of |tS

shade as a surrogate to Keals/day. Nearand long-term impacts must i
temperature and identify long be quantified as requested in ODEQ's permlt prOCESS
term impacts to shade and September 2011 letter.

subsequently thermal loading.
In the section entitled Water
Temperature (page 4-612)
several studies are quoted that
found no significant
temperature increases in cold
water streams as a result of
pipeline crossings and riparian
removal as a result of pipeline
construction (Brown et al, 2002,
Blais and Simpson 1997, Tetra
Tech 2013). While the
assessment of measurable
thermal impacts to stream
segments as a result of specific
crossing or action is informative
it does not align with ODEQ's SA1-95
pproach to addressing th I
impacts. TMDLs in the basins
impacted by the Project use
"other appropriate measures”
{or surrogate measures as
provided under EPA regulations
(40 CFR130.2{i))} in the form of
percent effective shade to
address heat load. Potential
impacts to waters of the state by
the removal of riparian
wvegetation should be quantified
as loss of effective shade as
measured on the streams
surface. As per the TMDLs,
attainment of the effective
shade surrogate measure is
equivalent to attainment of the
nonpoint source heat load
allocations. System potential
vegetation is the typical shade
target for streams with excess
assimilative capacity. System
potential vegetation represents
the maximum possible effective
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shade for a given location,
assuming the vegetation is fully
mature, Page 4-371 correctly
states the targets set by the
applicable TMDLs however that
is not reflected elsewhere in the
text.

Note: In general the Rogue,
Klamath, and Umpqua Basins,
temperature TMDLs and
associated shade targets apply
to all perennial and intermittent
streams within the project area.
Cancerns about solar loading are
not limited only to 303d listed
segments, but are an issue for all
perennial and intermittent
streams in a TMDL basin. See
individual TMDLs for mare
information:
http:/fwww.deq.state.or.us/wa/
tmdls/tmdls.htm

62 P. 4612
Stream

Page 4-423 states that "During
the drought conditions of 2013,
modeled 7-day imum

Assessment

stream temperature just below
in the multiple East Fork Cow
Creek crossings showed
potential temperature increases
of 1.2°Fto 4.2°F under the rare
drought flow conditions that
occurred in 2013." ODEQ's
position is if this would ccour
there would be a violation of
water quality standards
regardless of how quickly
temperatures recover
downstream. ODEQs TMDLs are
based on achieving and
maintaining site potential
wvegetation. As stated several
pages later in the DEIS (4-425),
mitigation ratios of 1:1 for
construction-phase impacts or
2:1 for permanent impacts
would be applied as outlined in
ODEQ's September 2011 letter,

Correct deficiency in DEIS: Stream
temperature increases above natural rates of
heating are a violation of state water quality
standards in TMDL basins. The DEIS must
recognize and state that impacts to riparian
vegetation must be mitigated by offsetting
increases in thermal loading by ratios of 1:1
and 2:1. See ODEQs September 2011 letter.
These mitigation ratios are consistent with
ODEQs 2009 Water Quality Trading Internal
Management Directive.
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Continued, page 42 of 241

SA1-96

SA1-85
Cont'd

S41-96

Comment noted. The purpose of the DEIS is to identify
environmental impacts. The methods used in the DEIS do this. The
State may require different measures and methods as part of its
permit process. Also, as noted in the comment, the DEIS already
states that mitigation ratios of 1:1 for construction-phase impacts
or 2:1 for permanent impacts would be applied as outlined in
ODEQ’s September 2011 letter.
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SA1-97 This information has been added to the FEIS.

63 | P.4-425 There is only one mention of Correct error: DEIS must address Pacific -
Source developings Source Speciic | Cannector’s role as @ TMDL non-point source SA1-98 This statement has been added to the FEIS: The ODEQ would
Specific ) Implementation Plt.an 14-42;3} in | (NPS)anda need. for an implementation plan evaluate Sediment Chemistry data against the appropriate Sediment
Implementati | the DEIS and once in the Joint or water protection plan development to . . A
on Planand Permit Application (IPA)} address thermal impacts. Screenlng Crlterla,
Water (GecEngineers 2013c) and no
Protection mention of a Water Protection
Plan Plan. There is no mention of

Pacific Connector becominga
Nonpoint Source Designated
Management Agency (DMA) in
areas where TMDLs apply.

In areas with existing TMDLs,
Pacific Connector will be
identified as a new nonpoint
source, This will require the
development of a Source
Specific Implementation Plan to
be submitted to ODEQ, as per
OAR 340-042-0080 (1-4).

‘Where TMDL thermal load
allocations have not yet been
established, ODEQ's 401 Water
Cuality Certification will require
the development of a Water
Protection Plan, consistent with
a Source Specific
Implementation Plan, and a
mitigation plan to address
project impacts on thermal
loading. This process needs to
be acknowledged and addressed
in the DEIS.

64 | P.4375 "The sediment Identify that ODEQ will evaluate sediment
characterization assessment chemistry data against appropriate

for the proposed alignment sediment screening criteria.

across Haynes Inlet
[GecEngineers 20110)
concluded that contaminants
of concern have not been
identified near the project
area within Coos Bay at
concentrations greater than
Sediment Evaluation
Framewaork {SEF} screening
levels and, therefore, it is

SA1-8
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unlikely that the project
activities would present
unacceptable risks to the
receptors of concern
identified in the Conceptual
Site Model.”

The primary purpose of the
SEF is to determine the
suitability of sediment for jn-
water disposal {or beneficial
reuse). As such the SEFis
misapplied to the
characterization of Haynes
Inlet sediments. These
sediments are not being
evaluated for “disposal” but
for excavation and
replacement. The ecological
effects to the proposed action
should be d

sediment could be encountered
during dredging. This could

65 | Geo- "Sediment is the primary media | Correct deficient analysis by determining
Engineers of concern identified in the sediment quality at more representative
2010 page 2 Conceptual Site Model {CSM). increments. There may be a potential to
The two exposure pathways for | evaluate archived sediment samples ta
the sediment are: 1) sediment achieve this.
suspension, and 2) exposure of a
new sediment surface.” Also, Dredge Material Management Units
(DMMU) #1 and #2 have higher silt clays
The compositing of 9 foot cores | which may increase turbidity. DMMU #1 has
has not provided adequate higher ammaonia levels which may affect
information to characterized beneficial uses in the Coos Bay.
potential adverse impacts of the
exposure of new sediments to
ecological receptors.
66 | Geo- Dredge Material Management Correct error: ldentify and evaluate elevated
Engineers Units (DMMU] # 3 shows total sulfides potential adverse impacts and
2010 page 1 elevated total suffides a recommend the need for addition measures
Table 1 magnitude higher than the other | to control turbidity.
DMMU #2.
Re-suspension of these
sediments has the potential to
release acidity and contaminants
{nutrients, trace metals)
67 | P.4-570 *...high oxygen demand Correct defici in analysis: The potential

for ammonia toxicity to result from the
ion of sedi in Haynes Inlet
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Continued, page 44 of 241

SA1-99
SA1-100
SA1-101

Cont'd

51100

This is a comment on a GeoEngineers report, not on the DEIS.
This is a comment on a GeoEngineers report, not on the DEIS.

The overall area affected would be small and as noted natural
flushing would reduce effect beyond the local area. Nightingale
and Simenstad (2001) review of literature and summary document
on effects of dredging and in it concluded that they could find no
empirical data indicating reduction in oxygen was an issue of
concern for estuarine and marine organism for dredging actions.
Additionally permits issues could address requirements the
applicant would need to meet relative to these parameters.
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remove oxygen from the local
water areas, putting local
organisms at risk from
insufficient oxygen. It then is
stated that this effect would be
temporary and tidal exchange
would be expected to replenish
oxygen. In most cases, where
dredging and disposal occurs in
open coastal waters, estuaries,
and bays, localized removal of
oxygen has little, if any, effect

on aguatic organisms [Bray et al.

1997)."

Total organic carbon, acid
volatile sulfides, and nutrient
sampling have been conducted.
These data should be utilized to
quantify the potential for
adverse impact to oxygen levels
caused by re-suspension of
sediments during dredging
activities.

should be evaluated. In addition, the effects
of the resuspension of total arganic carbon
on water column and dissolved oxygen
should be addressed.

Impacts should then be evaluated utilizing
hydro-dynamic modeling.

68

P.ES7-8, 58

"Pacific Connector would
minimize impacts by following
the measures outlined in its
Report on Preliminary Pipeline
Study of the Hoynes Infet Woter
Route, including keeping the
bucket below the water level,
following a turbidity monitoring

plan, installing turbidity curtains,

and fueling and maintaining
equipment more than 150 feet
from standing water.”

Inconsistency — Page 2-112
states "The spoil would be set
aside next to the trench, and
turbidity curtains may be
deployed.”

Page 4-384 states turbidity
curtains may be deployed, as
practicable, in certain areas to
protect sensitive resources such
as oyster and eel grass beds,

Correct deficiency: Clarify whether a silt
curtain will be deployed for the open cut in
Haynes Inlet or not, The entire open cut takes
place in a sensitive area.

Clarify where silt curtains will be deployed
and what other measures will be taken if
turbidity levels exceed standards and include
such measures as recommended mitigation
in Section 5.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments

42

SAl

Continued, page 45 of 241

SA1-102

SA1-101
Cont'd

The text quoted in the comment provides the answer to the
question: "turbidity curtains may be deployed, as practicable.” The
final determination of use would be stated in the permit issued for
the project. Additionally the Coos County Planning Department
for land use for File no. REM-11-01 Final decision (March 14,
2012) has a permit condition: "No 3 Turbidity" ---"The applicant
shall employ turbidity curtains and/or other appropriate control
measures to assure that turbidity does not exceed the levels
specified in the Applicant's DEQ water quality permit." So the
needed protections for turbidity in the Haynes Inlet would be
implemented.

Regarding the portion of the comment related to frackouts: The
risk of an inadvertent frackout is discussed in the section of the EIS
referenced in the State's comment. Detailed contingency plans are
in place should there be any problems which include agency
engagement should issues arise (Drilling Fluid Contingency Plan
for Horizontal Directional Drilling Operations). Also see response
to CO34-55.
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69 | P.2-114,115, | Inadvertent Release of Drilling Correct defici Identify the likelihood and
P. 4-386-7, Mud. Page 4-387 Any frequency of “frac-out” events, discuss how
805 inadvertent release of drilling such events may be prevented, and
mud into a river would be recommend a detailed “frac” out monitoring
monitored, and the appropriate | plan.
agencies would be contacted,
and approved corrective FERC should also disclose in the DEIS and
measures would be require the Applicant to develop Federal and
implemented, State Agencies-approved corrective measures
now rather than at the time of "frac” out,
Corrective measures should be Federal and State agencies should be notified
developed now so their in the event of frac-out which may require
implementaticn is not delayed in | additional measures be applied based upon
the event of a frac-out. site specific conditions.

70 |P.ES8 "Pacific Connector would use Correct deficiency: Pacific Connector needs
about 75,000 gallons of water to place surface water withdrawals in the
per day for dust suppression context of the amount of the withdrawal
during construction, and relative to total flows.
approximately 62 million gallons
of water would be required for This evaluation should be conducted now
the hydrostatic testing of the before finalizing the DEIS so the source of
pipeline.” hydrostatic testing water can be identified,

analyzed, and modified as needed to

P.2-21 “During construction of the appropriately mitigate significant water

terminal, lordan Cove would use | quality impacts.

a total of approximately 1.7

billion gallons of water for

warious activities, including

hydrostatic testing.”
P.2-108 "Fugitive dust may be created by

pipeline construction activities,

To control dust, Pacific

Connector would use water

trucks to spray the right-of-way.

Water for dust contral purposes

would be obtained from

commercial or municipal

sources, and all appropriate

approvals and/or permits would

need to be obtained prior to

withdrawal.”
P.2-108

“If water for hydrostatic testing
is acquired from surface water
sources, Pacific Connector would
obtain all necessary
appropriations and withdrawal
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Continued, page 46 of 241

SA1-103

SA1-102
Cont'd

SA1-103

These passages are from Chapter 2. Chapter 2 describes the
proposed project, not the effects of the Project. Project effects are
discussed in Chapter 4. See section 4.4.2.2 for a discussion of water
needed for hydrostatic testing. Note that the recommended
evaluation can't be completed prior to finalizing the DEIS because
the DEIS has already been published.
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permits prior to construction,
including permits through the
Oregon Water Resources
Department (OWRD). As part of
this process, OWRD would have
the applications reviewed by
ODEQ and ODFW to determine if
there are concerns about the
impact water withdrawals may
have on water quality, and fish
and wildlife and their habitats.
Pacific Connector would
negotiate water appropriations
with private owners in the year
priar to construction.”

ODEQ has concerns about the
temperature impacts that may
occur due to water withdrawals
during low flow periods. ODEQ,
does not know enough about
where these withdrawals will
occur to evaluate these
potential impacts.

Three Oregon Administrative
Rules state that no single activity
is allowed to increase water
temperature by more than 0.3
degrees Celsius (0.5 degree
Fahrenheit) above the applicable
criteria prior to the development
of a Total Maximum Daily Load
{TMDL). The Oregon
Administrative Rules which place
this limit on allowable stream
warming are: Anti-degradation
rules and paolicy, 340-041-
0004(3){c), Protecting Cold
Water DAR340-41-0028 (11){a),
Implementation of the
Temperature Criteria QAR340-
41-0028 [12)(e)

Should a TMOL be developed, no
more than a 0.2 degree Celsius
increase in water temperature
above the applicable criteria is
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allowed from all sources taken
together at the maximum point
of impact.

"Points of diversion {both public
and private) beyond 150 feet of
the construction work areas are
not expected to be affected by
the pipeline.”

The withdrawal of surface water
for domestic uses is identified as
a beneficial use and this use is
sensitive to increases in turbidity
and other ¢ inthe

Correct deficiency: Recommend that Pacific
Connector consult with all individual
landowners with surface drinking water with
active intakes in a similar manner as
proposed for public water systems that have
surface water intakes located within 3 miles
downstream from a stream crossing. The
DEIS proposes to provide written notification
to the authorities of public surface water
supply intakes at least one week prior to
beginning i ter work. Individual surface

surface water,

water users are dependent on these water
supplies which are sensitive to elevations in
turbidity and other contaminants, {DEIS pg 4-
376)

“Pacific Connector would
prepare and submit to the ODF
State Forester for approval a
written plan describing how the
pipeline would be in compliance
with the Forest Practices Act
(FPA) (OAR 629-605-0170), prior
to harvesting activities."

Correct error: The DEIS should identify that
Pacific Connector needs to plan to work with
the jurisdictional entity regarding any waivers
of FPA WQ protections. {See Land Conversion
Memo of Understanding)

Plans which waive FPA WQ protections
require ODEQ approval.

71 | Pgs. 4-366-
377

72 | P. 4486

73 | P.4-510

“A 10-foot-wide corridor
centered on the pipeline may be
mowed annually and maintained
inan herbaceous state, The
remainder of the 30-foot-wide
corridor within the permanent
easement may be subject to
wvegetation clearing every three
years.”

Oregen Administrative Rules
(OAR) 340-042-0030(7) defines a
"Saurce" as any process,
practice, activity or resulting
condition that causes or may
cause pollution or the
introduction of pollutants to a
waterbody. As a source,
responsible entities are required
to develop a Source-Specific
Implementation Plan {OAR 340-
052-0030 (11)).

Correct deficiency: DEIS should identify a
‘Water Quality Implementation Plan focusing
on the identification of sensitive areas and

that will minimi:
adverse impacts to water quality throughout
the lifetime of the project. Recommended
measures might include tree height
management rather than tree removal at
stream crossings in the entire 30 foot wide
corridor.

The required elements of an implementation
plan are described in OAR 340-042-0080.
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Continued, page 48 of 241

SA1

SA1-104

SA1-105

SA1-106
SA1-106

Many domestic water supply wells are not registered or identified
in publicly available State databases, and therefore not all wells in
the vicinity of the proposed pipeline have been identified. Most
private landowners have not authorized access to their property;
therefore, the applicant cannot identify where water sources are
located on private lands. Pacific Connector would verify exact
locations of water supply wells, springs, and seeps during easement
negotiations with landowners.

Comment noted. If, as stated in the DEIS, the pipeline would
comply with the FPA there would be no need for waivers.

Comment noted. This requirement is part of the State permitting
process. The applicant is required to comply with State
requirements.
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ODEQ will include the pipeline
corridor in existing TMDL
nonpoint source (NPS) load
allocations. Pacific Connector as
a new NPS to an existing Total
Maximum Daily Load {TMDL)
and Water Quality Management
Plan {WQMP) will require a
public notice and public
comment period relating only to
the addition of the source.

74 | P.4-591 “Additionally, estuarine Correct error: T35 modeling was not
environments often have calibrated upon T55 data. The model
moderately elevated suspended | calibration might be tested using 755 data. In
sediment concentrations {ie., addition, the TS5 turbidity relationship should
greater than 15 mg/l) and they be derived from paired TS5 turbidity data
are very productive (Gregory et | from Coos Bay.
al. 1993). As noted above,
concentrations typically exceed The TS5 modeling is not applicable as
this value (i.e., 17 mg/l) in Coos | presented in the DEIS. Background T55 and
Bay in the winter (Moffatt and turbidities vary based upon precipitation and
Nichols 2006a), so fish present in | elevated TSS, and turbidity are "typically”
Coos Bay in the winter are related to rainfall and runoff events,
commonly present in regions
with natural concentrations ODEQ will base compliance determinations
exceeding this value,” on direct measurements of turbidity rather

than through surrogate measures such as
This statement about "typical” TS5, ODEQ will develop conditions to ensure
Total Suspended Solids (TS5) is that temporary increases in turbidity do not
unsupported. TSSwas impair beneficial uses and the DEIS should
calculated based upon a formula | identify and discuss that requirement.
derived from a turbidity T55
regression equation based on
data from Washington State.
ODEQ's LASAR database has TSS
measurements which do not
support this statement.

75 | P.4-458 “# standard fertilization rate of | Correct deficiency: A rainfall index accounting
200 pounds per acre bulk triple- | for previous and predicted rainfall should be
16 fertilizer (16:16:16 - nitrogen, | developed to guide the application of
potassium, and phosphorus) fertilizer and identified in the DEIS.
would be used on all disturbed
areas to be reseeded, The DEIS should recommend that fertilizing

near intermittent stream channel should be
P. 4-489 "except in wetlands” avoided and setbacks identified.
“and would not be applied Correct deficiency: Explain how fertilizer

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-106

Cont'd

SA1-107

SA1-108

Final EIS
SAl Continued, page 49 of 241
SA1-107 Comment noted. This requirement is part of the State permitting
process. The applicant is required to comply with State
requirements.
SA1-108 The DEIS states that fertilizer would not be applied in wetlands or

within 100 feet of a stream; therefore, there is no need to explain
how the applicant would apply fertilizer within 100 feet of surface
waters or what buffers would be required. There would be a 100-ft
buffer.

W-2240

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150213-5038 PERC FDF (Unefficial) 2/

2/2015 §:33:05 FM SA1

Continued, page 50 of 241

SA1-109 Comment noted.

P.2-110

P. 4-320

within at least 100 feet of
streams” and “would not be
applied during heavy rains or
high wind conditions. It could be
either broadcast, or
incorporated in the slurry for
hydroseeding.”

“Application of fertilizers would
be avoided during heavy rain
{0.3 inches/hour or greater) or
when wind speed (25 mph or
greater) could cause drift”,

Fertilizer should be applied at
agronomic rates according to
environmental conditions. The
reference to refraining from
application during heavy rains
{0.3"/hour or greater) does not
account for accumulative
rainfall, saturation of seils, and
the potential for runoff.

applications within 100" of surface water will
be conducted to assure no nutrients will
reach surface water,

Identify conditions that will trigger the
evaluation of a site specific buffers to protect
water quality (e.g. steep slopes, etc) when
applying fertilizers,

76

F.2-110

“Fertilizer would not be used in
wetlands, unless required by the
land-managing agencies..."

Use of fertilizer in wetlands
could acutely or chronically
degrade the wetlands or pollute
the downstream waterway and
affect TEE species residing in
the wetland or in the
downstream environment,

The DEIS should recommend that fertilizer
use in wetlands should be evaluated by the
ODEQ, ODFW, ODA, NMPFS and USFWS in
addition to land managing agencies to
support FERC's conclusion that significant
impacts are reduced to less than significant
levels.

77

P.2-131

"Vegetation at aboveground
facilities would be periodically
maintained using mowing,
cutting. trimming and the
selective use of herbicides.”

Pesticide applicators must be in
compliance with Oregon
Department of Agriculture
licensing requirements and
ODEQ's Pesticide General Permit
2300A

{http:/fwww. deq.state or.us/wg
Jwqpermit/genpermits.htm }

The DEIS should identify, discuss and
recommend that Jordan Cove and Pacific
Connector must secure required licensing
and permits for these actions.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-108
Cont'd

SA1-110

Comment noted. Section 1.5.1 states that the applicants must
obtain all required permits.
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should be secured if permit
eligible activities are proposed.

78 | P.4-239 “Approximately 43 miles of road | Correct deficiency: The DEIS appears to
resurfacing, of which suggest that resurfacing of roads is the
approximately 21 miles are preferred option; however, increasing
within Riparian Reserves. Road paving/impervious surfaces increases
surfacing reduces sediment by stormwater runoff. Therefore, the DEIS fails
capping existing fine textured to identify, discuss or appropriately
sediments in the running surface | recommend how increased stormwater
of a gravel road with coarser runoff due to impervious surfaces on roads
rock or by paving. Paving all but | will be mitigated in an enforceable or

lirmi traffi d ifficiently detailed manner.
sediments.”
Impervious surfaces increase
stormwater runoff.

79 | P.4-403 “5ix of the 14 proposed new Correct deficiency: Identify and state road
temporary access roads (TARs) construction design criteria.
would be located within 100 feet
of a stream or ditch and there State whether design criteria will differ on
would be 4 new stream federal and private lands.
crossings {table 4.4.2.2-12)."

Evaluate the amount of thermal load increase
P. 4-844 "Pacific Connector would need form road construction and include these

to construct 14 new TARs with a
total length of approximately
12,445 feet (2.4 miles). Thirteen
of these temporary roads would
be located on non-federal land
{table 4.10.2.1-1)."

"Pacific Connector would need
to construct 13 new permanent
access roads (PARs) with a total
length of approximately 5,003
feet {nearly 1 mile; see table
4.10.2.1-1). Nine of these
permanent roads would be
located on non-federal land.
These new roads would provide
access during construction as
well as for operations and
maintenance activities while the
Pacific Connector pipeline is in
service. "

"Most of the new PARs would be
located within Pacific

thermal units in thermal mitigation
calculations.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl1-111

SA1111

SA1-112

SA1-112

Dirt roads are compacted by use, compacted soil absorbs little rain
water. Without hardened surfaces, storm water runs off road
surfaces and carries fine sediments from the road surface with the
water. Following surfacing, the water runs off the road with less
sediment. Harding road surfaces is a common method utilized by
the Forest Service and BLM to reduce erosion. We are not aware
of any evidence that this practice increases impacts to water quality,
or that BMPs required by State and Federal authorities (depending
on the ownership) to protect water quality would be less effective
if the road surface is hardened than if it is not.

Federal agencies have road standards which would have to be met.
Roads on private lands are under State regulation. The applicant
would be required to meet State and Federal laws and regulations,
as stated in section 1.5.1 of the DEIS.
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Connector’s permanent pipeline
easement. Construction of these
roads would permanently
impact approximately 3 acres.”

Roads constructed within 200"
of the stream have the potential
to increase thermal loads.

The NWFP identifies the riparian
management areas as two tree
heights. Recent work completed
by the USFS (Temperature
Sufficiency Analysis) determined
that harvest in the secondary
tree zone (the second tree
height) could result in increases
in stream temperatures
primarily from the loss of
angular canopy density. Impacts
to riparian vegetation on federal
and non-federal lands should
include an assessment of the
impacts of riparian removaltoa
distance of two tree heights.

&0

P. 4-1026

The projects listed on table
4,14.2 3-1 include approximately
25 miles of new road
construction and Page 4-1030
states "About 20 miles of new
temporary road construction...”

PARs and TARS total less than 4
miles in the comment above.
Why does this reference 25
miles of new road?

Correct deficiency: Explain the differences in
miles of new roads stated in the DEIS. Clearly
state the miles of new road construction
proposed discretely for private lands and
federal ownerships.

81

P.4-271

“Specialized trench backfill is
utilized where pipelines cross
landslides or fault zones where
differential movement or
shearing across the pipeline is
expected, For steep slopes,
trench breakers and water bars
are utilized to minimize the
potential for erosion or mass
wasting of trench backfill.
Section 11.0 of the ECRP
provides special backfill and

Correct deficiency: Identify mechanism for
the determination of pipeline related slope
failures,

Explain how slope failures and/or mass
wasting events triggered by pipeline
construction will be assessed and mitigated
to prevent water quality impacts.
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SA1-113

SA1-114

SA1-112
Cont'd

SA1-113

SA1-114

Section 4.14 addresses cumulative effects. Table 4.14.2.3-1
includes "Recent, Current, or Proposed Actions..." In addition to
approximately 20 miles of project-related road construction, there
are roads associated with other foreseeable projects. There is no
reason to think that cumulative miles of road construction would be
the same as the number of miles proposed for the Project.

As described on pages 4-270 and 4-289 of the DEIS, in addition to
construction BMPs, Pacific Connector would perform regular
monitoring to detect slope stability issues post-construction.
Additional monitoring protocols would be developed at any
identified areas of specific concern as discussed on page 4-271 of
the DEIS. Detailed engineering designs and monitoring protocols
for areas of slope stability concern would be developed prior to
construction and submitted to the Secretary for review. Water
quality mitigation for slope instability concerns is discussed in
section 4.1 of the EIS.
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compaction criteria for restoring
site grades on slopes greater
than 3H:1V. Specifications
include use of structural fill,
benching slopes to receive fill,
and compaction of fill in lifts.”

What will the mechanism be for
determining whether a slope
failure in proximity to a pipeline
construction area is related to
the pipeline?

How will slope failures and/or
mass wasting events triggered
by pipeline construction be
assessed and mitigated?

82

P. 4-1027

“Approximately 38 acres of
wetlands would be impacted by
construction of the Jordan Cove
LNG Project. Jordan Cove would
mitigate for impacts on
freshwater wetlands through
the creation of 4.5 acres of new
wetlands at the West Bridge and
‘West Jordan Cove sites, and
estuarine wetlands affected by
the Project would be mitigated
through the creation of 43.6
acres of wetlands at the Kentuck
Slough site”.

Both Isthmus and Kentuck
Sloughs are water quality limited
for dissolved oxygen. Mitigation
activities in these area have the
potential to increase total
organic carbon (TOC) or
biochemical axygen demand
(BOD) will need to determine
the effects of this increased load
on water column dissolved
oxygen conditions. Dike
breeching that allows marine
waters to come in contact with
high organic environment
{pasture land) can result in
increased loads of oxygen

Correct deficiency: The DEIS indicates that
applicant will be opening up an area that was
previously diked, The DEIS should disclose
the potential impacts to the environment
that would likely result from such an action
and recommend appropriate mitigation
measures that are enforceable and
sufficiently detailed. For example, the paper
BIOGEQOCHEMICAL EFFECTS OF SEAWATER
RESTORATION TO DIKED SALT MARSHES
{1997} indicates that tidal restoration should
be conducted gradually and be carefully
maonitored to prevent large releases of
nutrients. FERC should disclose and evaluate
whether the proposed mitigation actions in
these sloughs will result in negative impacts
to water column dissolved oxygen levels, and
if so, FERC should recommend controls that
will reduce such impacts.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-115  We will note this is a potential concern for the Kentuck slough in
the EIS relative to dissolved oxygen. However, note that the details
of how this issue would be addressed will be developed in the final
plans that will be coordinated between the applicant, the Army
Corps, and the State during the 404 and 401 permitting process.
Presumably this would including details of insuring how the actions
would meet State water quality standards including dissolved

oxygen.

SA1-114
Cont'd

SA1-115
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83 P. 5-30and The mitigation measures Although ODFW is correctly identified as the
Appendix F identified in this section should | lead agency in this area, the DEIS should also
be considered for applications to | recommend that ODEQ review the private
non-federal ownerships where lands mitigation plan when it becomes
mitigation is needed. available,
84 | P.4-319 “Waterbody crossings would be | Correct deficiency: Explain how post
stabilized and temporary construction bank failures will be mitigated?
P.4-333 sediment barriers installed FERC should recommend that bank stability
within 24 hours of completion of | should be monitored until vegetation has
P. 4-382 backfilling in accordance with been established and banks are fully stable.

Section V.C.2 of the FERC's
Procedures. Pacific Connector
would install erosion control
fabric [such as jute or excelsior)
on streambanks at the time of
recontouring. The fabric would
be anchored using staples or
other appropriate devices. The
erosion control fabric to be used
on streambanks and steep
slopes would be designed for
the proposed use and would be
approved by the El, and
authorized agency
representative on federal lands.”

“Conversely, erosion control
structures should be considered
only as temporary expedients to
hald the soil in place until
wegetation can become
established and stabilize
streambanks and disturbed
surfaces permanently (Forest
Service 2013a)."

"As a follow-up measure to help
ensure crossing actions would
not adversely affect stream bank
and channel structure, Pacific
Connector would monitor all
stream crossings, regardless of
risk, quarterly for 2 years after
construction. Any adverse issues
found during the maonitoring
with channel stability or habitat
would be remediated. Additional

This may be longer than two years based on
how quickly woody vegetation becomes
established.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-116
SA1-117

SA1-116

SA1-11T

This has been added to the FEIS.

FERC's Plan requires at least two years of monitoring and
reporting. The State may add additional monitoring as part of its
permitting process.
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monitoring would occur
periodically over a 10-year
period with implementation of
remediation as needed.”

How will bank stability be
monitored until full stabilization
is achieved?

How will bank failures be
mitigated?

&5

P. 4-309,
Table 43.2-2
and P. 4-332

Identifies areas with erodible
soils and steep slopes

These areas represent high-risk areas for soil
erosion and as such will require frequent
monitoring of erosion controls. The DEIS
should identify and discuss a separate
maonitoring plan specifically for these erasion
high risk areas. Erosion controls are expected
to need more maintenance in these areas
than controls in other areas.

1]

P. ES-7

“Jordan Cove’s Report on
Turbidity Due to Dredging
included a model that predicted
total suspended solids (TS5)
could be expected to be ata
maximum of 500 milligrams per
liter {mg/l} at the immediate
wvicinity of a hydraulic cutterhead
dredge, but would rapidly
reduce to a maximum of 14 mg/f|
by a distance of 60 meters,
Therefore, turbidity from
dredging of the access channel
would be temporary {lasting
about 4 to 6 months during
construction) and localized,
minimizing impacts on the
aquatic environment of the
bay.”

Fecal indicator bacteria can
adhere to suspended particles in
water which then settle causing
an accumulation of bacteria in
the bottom sediment [Davies et
al., 1995). Numerous studies
have found fecal indicator
bacteria at greater
concentrations in the sediment

Correct deficiency: The potential to increase
water column bacteria concentrations in
Coos Bay should be evaluated. Shellfish
harvesting is especially sensitive to increases
in bacteria and potential pathogens.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Continued, page 55 of 241

SA1-118
SA1-119

Cont'd

SA1-118

SA1-119

Comment noted.

Increased turbidity during dredging will be temporary. Page 4-384
of the DEIS identifies that BMPs will be used to minimize
turbidity, and water quality monitoring will be employed to meet
ODEQ water quality criterion during construction. The applicant
will be required to meet all State and local permit requirements
which will include details on meeting turbidity issues and methods
of minimization in Haynes Inlet and shellfish protection and
monitoring.
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SA1-120  Compliance with existing laws and regulations is already required.

than in the overlying water in
rivers, estuaries and beaches
(Stephenson and Rychert, 1982,
Struck 1988, Obiri-Danso and
Jones, 1999, Byappanahalli, et
al. 2003, Whitman and Nevers,
2003). Concentrations in the
sediment can range from 10 to SA1-113
100 times greater than in the onta
overlying water. Resuspension
of bottom sediment has been
shown to increase in fecal
indicator bacteria
concentrations in the water
column. {Sherer et. al., 1988 and
Le Fever and Lewis, 2003).

&7 P. 4610 "A riparian strip at least 25feet | The DEIS should identify and recommend that
wide on private lands and 100 Pacific Connector comply with current
feet wide on federall | I v mechani per land use unless
lands, as measured from the variance, waiver, exemption has been

edge of the waterbody, would granted to appropriately mitigate
be {} 1" i | impacts to a less than
significant level,

Vegetative buffers should be
restored to widths equal or
above pre disturbance
conditions at each site to 200
feet from streams. Re-
vegetation scenarios should be
compliant with applicable SA1-120
regulatory mechanisms such as
the Forest Practices Act, Oregon
Department of Agriculture rules
relating to agricultural lands, as
well as those ordinances
implemented by local
jurisdictions,

The NWFP identifies the riparian
management areas as two tree
heights. The USFS document,
Northwest Forest Plan
Temperature TMDL
Implementation Strategies,
2004, determined that harvest
in the secondary tree zone {the
second tree height) could result
in increases in stream

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 53
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SA1-121 This information has been added to the FEIS.

temperatures primarily from the
loss of angular canopy density.
Impacts to riparian vegetation
on federal and non-federal lands
should include an assessment of
the impacts of riparian removal
to a distance of two tree
heights.

88 | Gradingand

These related sections state that

Correct deficiency: As a potential new

Clearing Pacific Connector proposes to nenpeint source of nutrients and/or oxygen
apply a standard fertilization demanding pollutants, Pacific Connecter

(Section rate of 200 pounds per acre bulk | should clearly identify estimated total

2.4.21)and triple-16 fertilizer {16:16:16 - phosphorus loads to impaired waterbodies

Revegetation | nitrogen, potassium and under reasonable maximum contribution
phosphorus) on all disturbed SCenarios.

P.2-109; P; 4- | areas to be reseeded, except in

319 wetlands and in federally- Pacific Connector should be required to

g1 i riparian 2
The DEIS discusses fertilizer
applications methods and the
best management practices
{BMPs) in riparian areas will be
conducted in a manner that
ensures that excess nutrients
are not delivered to the
waterbody(s).

BEMPs include: fertilizer would
not be applied within at least
100 feet of streams; fertilizer
storage outside of riparian
reserves and away from
streams; and fertilizer would not
be applied during heavy rains or
high wind conditions.
Information about site
preparation and timing indicates
measures to prevent over-
application and run-off.

Previous comments have largely
been addressed through the
BMPs and other measures.

However, the DEIS does not
identify that specific BMPs,
should be implemented,
including source-specific TMDL

monitoring for nutrients (total
phosphorus) at locations (revegetated areas
atcrossings and TEWAs) most likely to
contribute run-off to these waterbodies as
part of its license and loint Rernoval/Fill
Permit. The infermation provided will be
used to determine whether Pactific
Connector should be identified asa
significant nutrient source and required to
develop source-specific implementation
plans for these two TMDLs under QAR 340-
042-0080 (Implementing a Total Maximum
Daily Load).

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments

54

W-2248

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

SAl Continued, page 58 of 241

SA1-122 This information has been added to the FEIS.

W-2249 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150213-5038 FERC POF (Unofficial) 2/12/2015 8:33:05 PM
90 | Mining Galesville R ir is impaired | Correct defici Pacific C ctor should
{mercury) {Category 5/303(d) listed) due to | conduct soil sampling for mercury at the
a fish consumption advisory proposed alignment west of the Red Cloud
Section resulting from elevated mercury | mercury mine prior to construction of the
4221;P. 4 levels in fish tissue. Significant pipeline in this segment and implement the
278 land disturbing activity in this measures outlined in the Contaminated

drainage could result in elevated
delivery of mercury laden
sediments to the reservair
increasing the probability of
higher mercury levels in resident
fish {as noted in the ecological
risk screening). This potential
source and transport of mercury
wvia soil disturbance and erasion
during construction should be
carefully evaluated,

ODEQ's data review for the 2012
Oregon WO Assessment
identified duplicate water
samples at Station 34868 (City of
Riddle PWS Intake, Cow Crat
RM 1.96) that exceed state
screening criterion for mercury.
The status for this record
(18007) will likely be Category
3B: Potential concern. This data
indicates that the assimilative
capacity of Cow Creek for
mercury has already been
exceeded through natural and
anthropogenic sources.

The GeoEngineers Report (2007,
2009) indicates no sign of the
mine was “observed” at the
proposed alignment 400 feet
west of the Red Cloud mercury
mine. However, since mine
tailings are often worked,
distributed and then re-
distributed by mine operations
and subsequent activities, it
would be prudent to conduct
soil sampling in the corridor
targeted for disturbance by
construction of the pipeline, and

Substances Discovery Plan where warranted,

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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re-assess mercury levels prior to
final route selection to ensure
risk of mercury mobilization is
minimized.

NOTE: the re-alignment moves
further from the epicenter of
mines to the east; may still be an
erosion risk, but should reduce
risk to Cow Creek (Galesville],

91

P. ES-5,
Section
4221
Surface and

Badrack

Geotechnical & seismic analysis:
DEIS states that *...evaluation of
liguefaction potential is complex
and depends on numerous site

Geology; P. 4-
245, P, 4262

o , including soil grain
size, soil density, oge of soil
deposit, depth and gradient of
water table, site geometry, static
stresses, ond design
accelerations.”

We acknowledge that this type
of analyses is a complex task,
especially for a linear utility that
crosses many different soil and
geology types and multiple
landforms and both public and
private ownerships.

The information in the DEIS
appears insufficient to
determine whether the risk of
soil liquefaction has been
adequately assessed in the DEIS
and supporting documents. An
area of uncertainty is whether
there are areas where
construction of the pipeline
would promate soil liquefaction
under conditions where it would
not normally occur {e.g., by
destabilizing soil, adding loose
fill material, creating conduits
for water to saturate subsurface
soils, or other mechanism).

Correct deficiency: The DEIS should identify
whether there are areas where construction
of the pipeline would promate soil
liguefaction under conditions where it would
not normally occur (e.g., by destabilizing soil,
adding loose fill material, creating conduits
for water to saturate subsurface soils, or
other mechanism).

92

Operation and
Maintenance
of the

Operation and Maintenance of
the Pipeline (P. 4-404}): DEIS
states the following

Correct deficiency: In the absence of a
revised Riparian Protection Rule for timber
harvest on private lands, the DEIS should

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-123

SA1-124

SA1-123

Pipeline construction would not contribute to soil liquefaction
because construction design and BMPs as described in the EIS and
ECRP would ensure that appropriate backfill materials and
compaction methods are used during trenching activities. In
addition, surface drainage and subsurface drainage would be
considered and appropriate measures (as described in the EIS),
such as trench breakers and placement of impermeable liners over
the ground surface to limit infiltration of precipitation - would be
employed where necessary to ensure that the pipeline trench does
not interrupt natural hydrological conditions during construction
and operation of the Project.

Comment noted.
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Pipeline "The aperation of the new recommend that more stringent state forest
P. 4-329; P. pipeline would not result in any Riparian standards* {for RMAs) be followed.
404 adverse impacts to surface * Current Forest Management Plans (FMP)

water use or quality. Associated
pipeline facilities such as
compressor stations ond meter
stations would be located
outside of woterbodies to ovoid
impacts to surface waters,
Vegetation meintenance would
be limited adjocent to
waterbodies to allow a riparian
strip of ot least 25 feet, as
measured from the woterbody's
MHWM."

ODEQ disagrees with this
conclusion on the following
basis: Thermal impacts that
exceed OAR 340-041-0028(11)
Protecting Cold Water (PCW)
criterion have been documented
by ODF from harvest using FPA
private forest RMAs for small
and medium fish-bearing
streams (Groom et al 2011; see
Board of Forestry Rules
analysis).

At the September 2014 meeting,
the Board of Forestry directed
the Department of Forestry
{ODF) to work in conjunction
with Regional Forest Practices
Committees and stakeholders
to:

+ Continue analysis of a)
Geographic Regions in western
Oregon to which the rule should
apply and b} to which stream
segments the rule should apply;
and

+ Develop prescriptions fora
new Riparian Protection Rule.

The 25 foot riparian
management area (RMA) is not
adequate to ensure thermal load

{ODF, 2010]) riporion buffers
http:/fwww.oregon.gov/odf/pages/state_for
ests/forest_management_plans.aspx

Revise DEIS, and ECRP and other documents
accordingly to reflect level of RMA protection
needed to meet shade targets and protect
cold water on private lands

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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reduction and meet TDML
thermal load reduction targets.

93

4.4.2.2 Pacific
Connector
Pipeline

Turbidity
P.4-389

General
Effects;
Pgs. 4-596 -
597

TABLE 4.6.2.3-

5; P. 4-6086

Section 5.1.6
Wildlife and
Aguatic
Resources

P. 513

DEIS states “Pipeline crossings of
surface waterbodies would
cause some downstream
turbidity and sedimentation.”

Turbidity levels upstream of an
activity are generally used to
establish the target turbidity
value {downstream from an
activity) and assess compliance
with Oregon's turbidity standard
(OAR 340-041-0036).

For construction of stream
crossings, we interpret turbidity
to be caused primarily by
generation and suspension and
transport of fine sediment
rather than organic matter,
Establishing the target turbidity
level and assessing compliance
with that target depends on the
individual water body conditions
atthe time of the activity so this
task should be explicithy
identified in the joint parmit
conditions (JPA) and 401 WQ
certification.

DEIS (Pgs. 4-597-598): General
Effects: Sediment stirred into the
water cofumn can be
redeposited on downstream
substrotes, which could bury
aquatic macroinvertebrates fon
important food source for
salmonids, and other fishin
estuarine areos). Additionally,
downstream fine particle
sedimentation could affect
spawning substrote hobitot,
spawning activities, eggs, larvae,
and juvenile fish survival, as well
as benthic community diversity
and health {reviewed and
compiled by Bash et al. 2001).

The DEIS does not sufficiently identify,
discuss or recommend an appropriately
robust monitoring plan that identifies the
steps needed to (a) determine target
turbidity values and monitor levels, and (b}
assess post-construction, operational phase
estimates of total suspended sediment or
turbidity levels along the pipeline.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-125

Comment noted. The State may require additional monitoring as
part of its permitting process.
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SA1-126  The NEPA analysis primarily assess effects to resources.
Determination of whether the project would meet State water

Model Estimates of Effects of

Suspended Sediment (P, -604); quality standards is not necessarily assessed. The State, when
Nspenata s P e . . o .

e o issuing permits, can designate the specific requirements to be met
and 100 meters (33 ond 328 by the project actions including specific State regulations.

feet, respectively) downstreom
from construction sites.

For the post-construction, SA1-125
operational phase, no specific oot
estimates of total suspended
sediment or turbidity levels was
provided. The DEIS assumes that
full site stabilization will accur in
disturbed areas. Follow-up with
federal agencies for areas not
meeting the ECRP, but no clear
post-construction monitoring
plan on private lands was

94 | 4.4.22 Pacific | The DEIS discusses several Correct deficiency: The DEIS should more
Connector impacts of fine sediment effectively address whether the pipeline
Pipeline suspension and subsequent construction will meet narrative state water

deposition (Pgs. 4-597-598, on quality standards, and if so, what mitigation
P.4-389 fish, and other stream biota, measures will be needed to meet these
[Turbidity) particularly benthic macro standards.

4.6.23 Pacific | invertebrates)
Connector The DEIS does not address

Pipeline whether the pipeline
Pgs. 4-596 - construction activities and
598 General operation will achieve
Effects; compliance with OAR 340-041-
0011-Biocriteria and QAR 340- SA1-126

TABLE 4.6.2.3- | 041-0007 Statewide Narrative
5; Turbidity Criteria {11): The formation of

and apprecioble bottem or sludge
Sedimentatio | deposits or the formotion of any
n organic or inorganic deposits

deleterious to fish or other
aquatic life or injurious to public
healfth, recreation, or industry
may not be allowed.

Oregon's sedimentation and
biocriteria standards are not
explicitly linked to highly
variable in-stream turbidity

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments &0
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levels but rather are associated
with impacts on stream bottom
habitat or aguatic life,
respectively.

(MOTE: The ECRP was attached
as Appendix 1B in Resource
Report 1 of Pacific Connector's
June 2013 application to the
FERC, and included as
Attachment 9 of Pacific
Connector's Plan of
Development (POD)).

95 | Stream
Temperature;
Riparian
shade targets
4143
Cumulative
Effects on
Resources
41434
Water
Resources
and Wetlands
Table
4142.31;
surface water
P. 4-1025; P.
4-1027,P. 4-
1033

1.54.5
Oregon
Department
of Forestry

Rationale for inclusion and list of
relevant actions catalogued in
surface water is provided in the
DEIS (P. 4-1025; P. 4-1027); This
section refers to use of Forest
Practices Act {FPA} minimum
riparian management areas
{RMAs): The Oregon Forest
Practices Act of 1994 would
protect stream banks on non-
federal lands, requiring a no-
harvest buffer for 20 feet on
each side of all fish-bearing
streams or streams used for
domestic woter, Therefore, we
would not expect Project
impacts to water resources to be
cumulatively significant.

ODEQ disagrees with this
conclusion on the following
basis: Thermal impacts that
exceed OAR 340-041-0028(11)
Protecting Cold Water {PCW)
criterion have been documented
by ODF from harvest using FPA
private forest RMAs for small &
medium fish-bearing streams
(Groom et al 2011; see Board of
Forestry Rules analysis).

At the September 2014 meeting,
the Board of Forestry directed
the Department of Forestry to
work in i ion with

Correct deficiency: In the absence of a
revised Riparian Protection Rule for timber
harvest on private lands, ODEQ recommends
that more stringent state forest Riparian
standards® (for RMAs) be followed.

* Qregon State Forest Management Plan
(FMP) [ODF, 2010f) riparion buffers
http:/fwww.oregon.gov/odf/pages/state_for
ests/forest_management_plans.aspx

Revise DEIS, and ECRP and other documents
accordingly to reflect level of RMA protection
needed to meet shade targets and protect
cold water at affected areas on private lands.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-127

Comment noted.
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Regional Forest Practices
Committees and stakeholders
to:

» Continue analysis of {a)
Geographic Regions in western
Oregon to which the rule should
apply and (b) to which stream
segments the rule should apply
+ Develop prescriptions fora
new Riparian Protection Rule

96 | 2.3.2 Pacific

TEWAs represent a significant

Correct deficiency: In the absence of a

be followed to minimize these
impacts. The document suggests
several actions to minimize
impacts. However, the
document does not identify
actions in response to an event
that cccurs during construction
that results in significant impacts
not anticipated by Pacific
Connector's ECRP, or exceeds
the ECRP resp capacity.

Connector portion of the area disturbed revised Riparian Protection Rule for timber

Pipeline and during construction {TABLE harvest on private lands, ODEQ, recommends

Associated 2.3.2-1 and elsewhere), that more stringent state forest Riparian

Aboveground standards® (for RMAs) be followed.

Facilities Where TEWAs are located near | Oregon State Forest Management Plan (FAP)
waterbodies, mitigation and [ODF, 20107} riparian buffers

4.1.2 Pacific restoration should be as clear http://www.oregon.gov/odf/pages/state_for

Connector and explicit as with crossings. ests/forest_management_plans.aspx

Pipeline and DEIS (p. 4-610): A riparion strip

Associated at leost 25 feet wide on private | Revise DEIS, and ECRP and other documents
lands and 100 feet wide on accordingly to reflect level of RMA protection

TEWAs: P, 2- | federally manoged lands, as needed to meet shade targets and protect

84; p. 2-86; measured from the edge of the | cold water on private lands.

TABLE23.2-1 | waterbody, would be

P 4-610 permanently revegetated.

Vegetation

and Habitat

Removal and

Madification

98 | Pacific The subsections {Streambank Correct deficiency: The DEIS {and ECRP)

Connactor Pratection, Sediment Cantral, should describe response actions by the

Pipeline Trenching Dewater, Blasting etc) | Applicant should an event occur during

Section describe the general impacts construction that results in significant

44232 expected from pipeline impacts not anticipated by the ECRP, or
construction and outline the ds the ECRP resp pacity

P. 4-391 mitigation measures that would

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1127
Cont'd
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Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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99 | Pacific DEIS states: "Woter for Correct error and deficiency: The DEIS should
Connector hydrostatic testing would be accurately reflect and quantify current water
Pipeline ebtained from commercial or availability in each subbasin in the pipeli
Section municipal sources, private supply | corrider and from sources generally identified
4422 wells, or from surfoce water in the document to determine if the
right owners” (see table 4.4.2.2- | hydrostatic testing water sources, as
10). proposed, are feasible.
P. 4-395;
Hydrostatic The DEIS does not make clear
Testing that {a) surface water availability

is limited and {b) use of
substantial amount of surface
water for hydrostatic testing
may result in negative impacts
to water quality (temperature,
dissolved oxygen) or other
beneficial impacts {fisheries).

Consultation with OWRD,
District 15 indicates that water
availability in the Umpgua Basin
is best described as follows:
“Water for hydrostatic pipeline
testing may be obtained from
several sources if the necessary
permits, limited licenses and
contracts are secured,
Municipalities or quasi-
municipal suppliers may provide
water for the project given any
necessary contractual
agreements are in place.
Groundwater from individual
private wells in amounts not to
excesd 5000 gallons/day/well
may be used without the need
for a permit. Use of
groundwater above this level
would require a limited license
or permit from the Oregon
Water Resources Department
{OWRD). Water from surface
water sources could be obtained
through transfers of existing
water rights, purchase of stored
water from Galesville Reservair
under contract with Douglas
County, purchase of stored
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SA1-130

The exact sources are not known at this time. The State's concern
can be addressed through its own permitting process. The applicant
would be required to meet State and Federal laws and regulations,
as stated in section 1.5.1 of the DEIS.
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SA1-131

water from Ben Irving Reservoir
under contract with the
Lookingglass-Clalla Water
Control District and/or undera
limited license for the use of live
flow when available. In addition
to contracts, the use of
Galesville or Ben Irving storage
would require a limited license.
Live flow would not be available
on the South Umpqua River and
tributaries from July 15 through
September 30 and on
Lookingglass Creek and
tributaries fram June 1 through
September 30. The availability of
live flow under a limited license
may be further restricted by
regulatory activity due to
shortages for existing water
rights.”

SA1-130
Cont'd

100

4.4.2.2 Pacific
Connector
Pipeline

Major
Waterbody
Crossings

DEIS {P. 4-385) states: The
eastern crossing of the South
Umpqua River was given a
turbidity score of 4 — moderate.

The DEIS evaluation concluded
that turbidity generated during
construction may exceed the
Oregon water quality standard
for short distances and short
durations downstream from
each crossing, either coinciding
with construction across
perennial waterbodies or in
intermittent streams
coincidental with autumn
precipitation. Further, “There
would be short-term turbidity
increases for several hours
during portions of the
instaliotion and removel of the
diversion structures for the
proposed diverted open-cut
crossing of the South Umpgua
River.”

ODEQ concludes that Pacific

C 5 expects that

Correct deficiency: The DEIS should reflect
the need to provide a more robust evaluation
of: (a) the amount and characteristic of fine
sediment that is expected to be generated,
and (b} fate and impacts to aquatic habitat
and aquatic life of fine sediment expected to
be produced and that actually produced by
the pipeline Project.

SA1131
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turbidity standards will be
violated for unknown periods of
time at unknown levels for this
crossing and possibly others,

In the South Umpqua sub-basin,
there are 22 segments that are
Category 5: Water quality
limited, 303(d) list, TMDL
needed for Biclogical Criteria,
For many of these segments fine
sediment has been identified as
a significant stressor,

The DEIS minimizes downstream
impacts of fine sediment
deposition on aquatic habitat
and aguatic life.

101 | Landslide
Hazards
Avoidance
and
Minimization
of Adverse
Effects

4222
Seismic
Setting and
Hazards
Pgs. 4-269-
7L

Extensive evaluation of potential
geological hazards has been
conducted and is summarized in
the DEIS. However, less robust is
the analysis of the likelihood
that pipeline construction or its
operation (through its existence
as a new feature of the
landscape) will be a cause of
slope failures. The DEIS indicates
that this risk has largely been
reduced through re-routing
away from slopes that pose the
maest risk to the pipeline.

The subsurface pipeline could
affect slope stability similar toa
road, resulting in alternations to
slope stability and hydrology
associated with both its
construction and a permanent
feature of the landscape, as
backfill and slope settling occur,

DEIS {P. 4-271): Specialized
trench bockfill is utilized where
pipelines cross landslides or foult
rones where differentiol
meovement or shearing across
the pipeline is d The

ODEQ concurs with the DEIS
recommendation (P, 4-271): Prier to
construction, Pocific Connector should file
with the Secretary, stamped ond sealed by
the p ional engineer-of -record, the final
monitoring protocols and/or mitigation
measures for all londslide areas that were not
occessible during previous studies, to
evaluate slope stability conditions,

However the DEIS should also identify
detailed information describing the post-
construction monitoring plan to assess slope
stability on the pipeline corridor and
potential for slope failures that may impact
waters of the state,
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potential for mass wasting and
slope failures that might be
triggered by pipeline
construction are discussed in
more detail {see geotechnical
evaluations on most sites;
however, private lands are not
completely addressed), ODEQ,
understands that all of the site
specific evaluations on private
lands will be completed prior to
construction and reports
submitted as part of FERC
licensing requirements.

DEIS (P. 4-270) states that "Two
moderate-hazard AML sites
{MPs 181 to 182 on private
lend, and MP 36.9 on BLM land)
could not be avoided." This
section provides general
description of the response, but
details are not provided.

Potential slope failures and mass
wasting events triggered by
pipeline construction or due to
changes to slope stability or
hydralogy in the post-
construction operational period
need to be addressed, assessed
and mitigated.

In the event a slope failure
occurs during the construction
phase, a mechanism needs to be
established for determining
whether a slope failure in
proximity to a pipeline
construction area is related to
the pipeline.

For the cperational phase, the
DEIS (P. 4-270) does not make
clear whether there is a detailed
plan of action to identify and
address slope instability and
refers to "..monitering currently
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performed on existing Williems-
owned pipeline facilities in
southwestern Oregen”.

related impacts would occur to
the extent allowed by
landowners on the affected
streambanks.”

Vegetative buffers should be
restored to widths equal or
above pre-disturbance
conditions at each site to 200
feet from streams. Re-
wvegetation scenarios should be
compliant with applicable
regulatory mechanisms such as
the Forest Practices Act, Oregon
Department of Agriculture rules
relating to agricultural lands, as
well as those ordinances
implemented by local
jurisdictions.

The NWFFP identifies the riparian

102 | Too During the ODEQ CWA Section Correct deficiency: |dentify criteria for
numerous to | 401 process, Pacific Connector vegetative success, Incorporate survival,
cite. would develop a source specific | density, and free to grow metrics. Describe

implementation plan to outline vegetation maintenance activities that will be
P. 4-425 mitigation for predicted thermal ducted {plant augmentation, control of
impacts (GeoEngineers 2013i). competitive non desirable vegetation {reed
This mitigation would have as its | canary, black berry, watering, etc). The
goal restoring shade along establishment of vegetation routinely
fi d stream ch Is and quires monitoring and management for 3-5
nearby channels within the same | years until woody vegetation reaches a free
fourth-field HUCs. Mitigation for | to grow state,
construction-related impacts
would occur to the extent Identify and discuss: What will guide woody
allowed by landowners an the and shrub species selection? How will
affected streambanks. vegetative prescriptions be developed?
The document discusses the
establishment of woody
wegetation in riparian corridors
in several areas. In addition,
mitigation measures should
include establishment of
vegetation.
103 | P. 4-425 "Mitigation for construction- The DEIS should identify and recommend that

Pacific Connector should comply with current
regulatory mechanisms per land use unless
variance, waiver, exemption has been
granted to appropriately mitigate
environmeantal impacts to a less than
significant level,
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SA1-134

The land managing agencies have criteria for the federal lands they
manage. As the DEIS states, it is up to private landowners (and
State laws) to determine what vegetation is established on private
land. FERC does not dictate to private landowners what vegetation
should be established on their property.

Compliance with existing laws and regulations is already required,
see section 1.5.1.
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management areas as two tree
heights. The USFS document,
Northwest Forest Plan
Temperature TMDL
Implementation Strategies,
2004, determined that harvest
in the secondary tree zone {the
second tree height) could result
in increases in stream
temperatures primarily from the
loss of angular canopy density,
Impacts to riparian vegetation
on federal and non-federal lands
should include an assessment of
the impacts of riparian remaval
to a distance of two tree
heights.

104

P. 4-1025

“Lower Coos Bay, within the
project area, is listed on the
Oregon 303(d) list as water
quality limited for fecal coliform.
There would be no discharge of
sanitary waste from the Project
to Coos Bay; therefore, the
Project would not contribute to
cumulative impacts on fecal
coliform levels in Coos Bay”,

Although the ODEQ identified
water quality impairments
according to segmentation
guidelines it should be noted
much of the lower Coos Bay
3034 listed segment meets fecal
coliform water quality criteria.
Those waters attaining water
quality criteria are subject to the
antidegradation rule.

340-041-0004 Antidegradation
{6) High Quality Waters Policy:
Where the existing water quality
meets or exceeds those levels
necessary to support
propagation of fish, shelffish,
and wildlife and recreation in
and on the water, and other

Correct deficiency: The DEIS should fully
analyze whether the project can comply with
applicable Clean Water Act Antidegradation
requirements as set out in 40 CFR 122 .4(i), 40
CFR131.12, OAR 340-041-0004, DEQY's
Antidegradation Pelicy, Implementation
Internal Management Directive for NPDES
Permits and Section 401 Water Quality
Certifications {March 2001), and EPA’s August
8, 2013, Review of Oregon’s Antidegradation
Internal Management Directive.

These antidegradation regulations, rules, and
policies require, inter alia, maintaining and
protecting existing instream uses, protecting
and maintaining existing high quality waters
unless certain state findings are made, and
prohibitions on certain new point source
discharges to water quality limited water
bodies.

d d beneficial uses, that
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The project would need to comply with the CWA or it would not
meet the requirements of the Public Order. In which case, it would
not be built. As discussed in section 1.5.1, permits are required
before construction may begin.
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level of water quality must be
maintained and protected.
However, the Environmental
Quality Commission, after full
satisfaction of the

nmental

and public participation
provisions of the continuing
planning process, and with full
consideration of sections (2) and
{9} of this rule, and 340-041-
0007{4), may allow a lowering of
water quality in these high
quality waters if it finds:

(b} The action is necessary and
benefits of the lowered water
quality outweigh the
environmental costs of the
reduced water quality. This
evaluation will be conducted in
accordance with ODEQ's
"Antidegradation Policy
Implementation Internal
Management Directive for
NPDES Permits and section 401
water quality certifications,”
pages 27, and 33-39 (March
2001} incorparated herein by
reference.

Appendix ODEQ:

Response to Pacific Connector's thermal Analysis-ODEQ Concurrence Request
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers permit numbers 2007-00855 and 2008-00552
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SA1-137 Comment noted.
« ODFW ds scheduli d leadership of th lar functi fthe NRTAG {scheduli
of mestings coordination, etc ] be the duty of the Applicant or affilate, SA1-138  Comment noted.

# ODFW recommends the NRTAG be formed and convened no less than six months prior to SA1_139
initiation of construction at the JCEP/SDPP/PCGP site. ODFW recommends the NRTAG meet at
regular quarterly intervals or more often as needed (decided by the NRTAG and
JCEP/SDPP/PCGF). However, the team can agree to meet less often if it is considered that
quarterly frequency is unnecessary. ODFW recommends the NRTAG remain functioning for a
minirmum of four years pest-construction,

Comment noted.

= ODFW recommends the NRTAG collaboratively come to agreement on the number and type(s)
of monitoring/study(s) required for determining the degree of impact related to the
ICEP/SDPP/PCGP. ODFW recommends the NRTAG also come to consensus on unanticipated
construction, pest-construction impacts, and final adaptive management mitigation actions
necessary to compensate for those impacts.

* QDFW recommends monitoring/studies and mitigation implementation be completed by highly
qualified staff approved by ODFW and NRTAG.

= QDFW recommends the NRTAG goals focus on technical guidance and review of study and
management of actions subject to adaptive management and to effectively understand and
inform effective mitigation for the impacts of the JCEP/SDPP/PCGP projects. As such, ODFW
recommends the team be comprised of individuals who are natural resource professionals or
highly knowledgeable in one or all of the fallowing

1. Ecological sciences related to fish and wildlife resources or marine resources
2, Cultural resources

3. Recreational resources
4. Mitigation/R
5,

6.

‘Water quality sciences
Hydrological sciences

ODFW recommends results of JCEP/SDPP/PCGF studies be circulated annually to ODFW, NRTAG, DEQ,
local tribes, and other interested parties.

+ ODFW recommends the JCEP/SDPF/PGCP rs consider rece dation of the NRTAG to SA1-137
better focus effective mitigation for fish and wildlife losses related to hydrologic impacts should
they occur beyond those already acknowledged in the DEIS.

If aguatic natural resource production {e.g. Dungeness crab, Coho, Chinook salmon, steelhead, sturgeon,
juvenile rockfish, and others) is deemed to have been affected by turbidity or salinity changes, ODFW
recommends an appropriate mitigation plan be developed by the Applicant in collaboration with SA1138
ODFW/NRTAG and implemented within one year after the magnitude of impact is recognized or one
year after conclusion of the study(s), whichever is first,

ODFW Advisory Biologist/Liaison: ODFW recommends that JCEP/SDPP/PCGP develop and implement an
agreement with ODFW to fund a limited duration ODFW employee to serve as an export facility and

pipeline construction liaison through the entire construction process and at least 1-year following £a1-130
completion of construction. Without such a project liaison, it is unreasonable to conclude that the
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SA1-140 Please note that the pipeline would not transport LNG. It would

recammended (and we hope required) collaboration and caardination between ODFW and transport natural gas, which would be converted into LNG at the
JCEP/SDPP/PCGP will be carried out so as to reduce the Project’s significant environmental impacts to . - . . .

less than significant levels. The biclogist/liaison would work across Department District and Region proposed faC”lty In COOS Bay AS dlscussed In section 151, a.”
boundaries and with Department field and headquarters staff to coordinate prompt agency responses permits mUSt be Obtained prior tO Construction ThIS inCI Udes State

and recommendations as fish, wildlife, and habitat, mitigation, and fish passage related issues arise

before, during, and following construction. This individual would work with the NRTAG, ODFW, permits for Water Crossings. The State may require additional
JCEP/SDPP/PCGP consortium to determine data needs, provide the on-the-ground connection between - - . - - - .
the project, agency policy, coardinate with U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and US. measures, including individual crossing designs, as part of their
Fish and Wildlife Service, and NOAA Fisheries biologists, local tribal staff, actively participate in the state pel‘mlttl ng process

and federal permitting processes, and coordinate with other state and local agencies as appropriate.
SA1-141 Blasting effects are discussed in section 4.6.2.3. As discussed in
Qragon Fich Passage Law Compliance and Cansistency section 1.5.1, all permits must be obtained prior to construction.

The DEIS should be modified to reflect the following information and proposed recommendations.
Oregon Revised Statute 509,585 (Oregon Fish Passage Law) applies to all project components that cross
waters of the state where native migratory fish species are or were historically present. The PCGP
Project prop: comp that will cross waters of the state, which are defined in Oregon
Administrative Rule 635-412-0005(46). These waterway crossing comp ts and correspondi
construction methods include LNG pipeline construction techniques [horizontal directional drilling,
conventional boring, dry or wet open cut trenching) and new or temporary access roads. The extensive
road network necessary to access, construct, and maintain the project will cross multiple streams or
watenways and will use a variety of road-stream crossing construction techniques and methods
{culverts, fords, bridges). In order to miti P ially significant i | harm to the state’s
fish and wildlife resources to less than significant levels, these project components must be designed, SA1-140
constructed, and maintained consistent with Oregon fish passage law and policies. ODPW recommends
that FERC clarify its recommendation mitigation measure 22 {see Section 5.2, p. 5-31) such that
compliance with Oregon’s fish passage law is a condition of the license and must be demonstrated by
the applicant as follows and concurred with by ODFW prior to construction that will affect such
resources: JCEP/SDPP/PCGP must submit specific stream crossing design details at each project
component that will cross waters of the state of Oregon. The expectation and goal of these design
details are to specifically identify and depict how each waterway crossing proposed by the project will
meet fish passage rules and regulations. To date the project has not submitted the site specific fish
passage design details adequate for ODPW's review and fish passage permit approval. However ODFW
and the Applicant have collaboratively identified the conceptual design details necessary to fulfill the
state’s fish passage requirements. ODFW anticipates frequent, interactive coordination points with the
Applicant to complete the application for approval of project stream crossing under Oregon Fish Passage
Law prior to construction; however, as stated above, ODFW requests that this specificity and
clarification be added to FERC's recommended mitigation.

Oregon In-water Blasting Permits

The DEIS should be modified to include the following information and proposed recommendations. In-
water blasting has the potential to injure aguatic fish and wildlife due to percussion shock waves
preduced by the energy associated with the explosion. This percussion can cause direct injury and SAT-141
stressors including bursting of swim bladder, hemorrhage, damage to sensory organs, and trigger
displacement behavior in fish species.
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SA1-142 This information has been added to the FEIS.

Oregon Administrative Rule 63 5-425-0000 through 0050 {In-water Blasting Permits] requires in-water
blasting permits be obtained for any stream ing locations Jthe use of explosives is desired in
the course of removing any obstruction in any waters of this state, in constructing any foundations for
dams, bridges, or other structures, or in carrying on any trade or business (OAR-635-42 5-0005). Further,
it is the policy of the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission to discourage in-water blasting unless it is the
only p icable method to plish project goals. ODFW may issue in-water blasting permits only if
they contain conditions for preventing injury to fish and wildlife and their habitat (OARG35-00015).

The Appli has engaged ODFW in di i ding the need for and intent to apply for in-water
blasting permits before construction begins. However, ODFW understands the Applicant has not been
able to physically access all stream crossing locations preventing the collection of necessary site-specific
geotechnical information necessary to demonstrate in-water blasting is the only practicable methed to
accomplish project goals at certain locations. ODFW recommends that FERC include in Section 5.2 a
requirement for the Applicant to obtain in-water blasting permits as a condition of the license, and
specifically require that JCEP/SDPP/PCGP carry out frequent and iterative coordination with ODPW
subsequent to physical access to potential in-water blasting location(s). ODFW understands that the
Applicant has agreed to submit in-water blasting permit application after obtaining access to site
locations and having collected necessary site-specific information to complete applications in order to
demonstrate that this construction method is necessary, the least impactful method {to fish, aquatic
wildlife, and their habitats); h » FERC should d that these entities do so clearly o5 o
condition of the project license in Section 5.2 before relying upon such actions to justify its conclusion
that environmental impacts have been reduced to less than significant levels.

SA1-141
Cont'd

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy
The DEIS should include the following information and recommendation to remedy deficient discussion
related to ODFW's fish and wildlife habitat mitigation policy.

The Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Rule (OAR 635-415-0000 through 0025) governs ODFPW's
provision of biological advice and recommendations concerning mitigation for losses of fish and wildlife
habitat caused by development actions. Based on standards in the rule, ODFW determines the
appropriate category to apply to land or water where a development action is proposed. If ODFW
determines that such habitat is Category 1, ODFW must recommend that impacts to the habitat be
avoided. If impacts cannot be avoided, ODPW must recommend against the development action. If
ODFW determines that such habitat is Category 2, ODFW must recommend that impacts to the habitat
be avoided. If impacts cannot be avoided, ODFW must recommend a high level of mitigation {as 5A1-142
specified in more detail in the rule), If such mitigation is not required, ODFW must recommend against
the devek action. q specific mitigation goals follow for habitats determined to be

Category 3, 4, 5 and 6, and for which impacts cannot be avoided.

The Applicant has engaged ODFW in discussions regarding habitat categorization per the standards in
OAR 635-415-0000 through 002 5. After exchanging background information and assistance interpreting
the policy, the Applicant has submitted a series of draft project alignment maps with their attempt at
habitat categorization per the standards in OAR 635-415-0000 through 0025. Department staff are
reviewing and commenting on the draft on a parallel track to reviewing the DEIS and developing these
comments. ODFW anticipates that frequent and iterative coordination with the Applicant on this draft
habitat categorization/mapping and detailed development of the various project habitat mitigation
plans will likely result in a suitable detailed impact analysis and mitigation package for mitigation to
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SA1-143  Comment noted. Effects on the bay and the aquatic resources in the
compensate for impacts to Category 2-6 aquatic, wetland, riparian, and upland habitats on both Federal bay are diSClosed in the applicable Section of Chapter 4

lands and non-federal lands alike.
SA1-144  The background information provided is noted.

However, ODFW understands that FERC and the Applicant have identified there will be residual impacts
to spotted owl nesting habitat in year 1. Both spotted owland murrelet nesting habitats and the
immediate surr ding habi are ized as Category 1 Habitats due to the essential, limited, and
irreplaceable functions they provide the species. The DEIS identifies 558 acres of spotted ow| nesting
habitat that will be removed by the project. Therefore, ODFW must recommend project redesign to
avoid these Category 1 habitat impacts or be left with no other policy alternative than to recommend SAl-142
that FERC deny authorization of the project. Contd

Also, while ODFW supp FERC's dation 21 in Section 5.2, we recommend that FERC clarify
that this measure requires the applicant to demonstrate ODFW concurs that all mitigation actions
related to fish and wildlife are consistent with the Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy (OAR 635-
415-0000 to 0025)._While ODFW agrees with the DEIS staterment that Jordan Cove and Pacific
Connector have voluntarily agreed to categorize habitat impacts and mitigate such impacts consistent
with ODFW's policies and ODFW is pleased by the collaboration and willingness of the applicant to-date
to comply with such policies, FERC should recommend that the Applicant do so o5 o condition of the
project license in Section 5.2 before relying upon such mitigation to justify its conclusion that impacts
have been reduced to less than significant levels.

JORDAN COVE LUIQUEFACTION PROJECT COMPONENT

Introduction: The following narrative is intended to set the general context for the specific comments
and recommendations set forth in the table. The DEIS should be modified to include the following
information to correct the present deficiencies and emors.

The proposed Jordan Cove Energy Project (JCEP), South Dunes Power Plant {SDPP), and Pacific
Cannector Pipeline (PCGP) projects are unprecedentedly large in scope, will likely incur deleterious
ecological impacts, and have legacy implications for aquatic habitats of Coos Bay and upland habitats on
Morth Spit. The North Spit provides intrinsically unique habitat features in that it is one of the only ccean
peninsula land features in the state with estuarine, ocean, wetland, and upland habitats available for
fish and wildlife within a very small geographical area. This unique landform and bay provide a number
of strategic benefits for production of fish and wildlife. Coos Bay is the largest estuary in Oregon and
suppoerts populations of fish and shellfish that i tolarge ial and r ional fisheries,
The aquatic and upland habitats in the JCEP/SDPP project area have been subjected historicallytoa
number of landscape and waterway alterations including: dredging, rip-rap installation, leveling, and
removal of native coastal pine forest, filling of wetlands, and other development related impacts. These
habitats historically would have been primarily characterized as Category 2 or 3 habitats, {providing
essential, important, and/or limited habitat function for fish and wildlife) under the ODFW Habitat
Mitigation Policy {DAR 635-415-0000 through 0025). Although negatively impacted historically, much of
the tidal, subtidal, and upland habitats at the proposed project site have received only minimal
disturbance in the past two decades and substantial recovery of ecological function has cccurred.

Sa1-143

Aguatic Estuarine Discussion: 4.6.1.1-1 pg 492-494 {Note some of the acreages noted below vary slightly
from the DEIS os there has been combination or different sorting of hobitat types through drafts of the FIRTTY
Aquatic Mitigotion Plon). In 2010 and 2011, ODFW was originally solicited by David Evans and Associates
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SAl1-145  The comment that the Project proposes to fill in the marsh is noted.

Cansulting (DEA) to assist with categorizing the aquatic and upland habitats at the ICEP and SDPP based
on OAR 63 5-415-0000 through 0025, From 2011-2014, ODFW and DEA have determined that there is an
approximate total of 33.9 acres of Category 2 habitat as follows: 16.7 estuarine/intertidal habitat; 0.3
acres of low salt marsh; 5.8 acres of intertidal unvegstated sand; 4.7 acres of algas/mud/sand; 3.4 acres
of shallow subtidal; and 3.0 acres of eelgrass habitat within the project location where estuarine
dredging is proposed. There are 15.4 acres of deep subtidal Category 3 habitat that will be dredged as
well. These subtidal, tidal, intertidal, and shoreline features provide critical habitat for a number of
culturally and economically important game and non-game species including, but not limited to:
Dungeness crab (Concer magister), red rock crab (Concer productus), cockles (Clinocardium nuttallii),
gapers (Tresus capox], butter clams (Soxidomus giganteus), littleneck clams {Protothaca staminea),
rackfish (Sebastes spp.), lingeod (Ophiod: fong . greenling (Hexag decogs

California halibut (Paralichthys colifornicus), English sole (Parophrys vetulus), Pacific sand dabs
{Citharichthys sordidus), ghost shrimp (Callienassa californiensi), mud shrimp {Upogebi pugettensi),
starry flounder {Platichthys steliotus), smelts (Osmeridae family), (Engraulidae family}, sardines
{Clupeidae family), fall run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshowytscha), green sturgeon (Acipenser
medirostris), white sturgeon (A, tr ), (OC) ESA thr i coho salmon (O, kisutch), and
possibly Pacific lamprey (£ fn i . There is some potential that Pacific smelt (eulachon)
{Tholeichthys pacificus) may be found in the JCEP area of Coos Bay. Additionally, the mudflats in the
JCEP area support a commercial ghost shrimp fishery.

Mative eelgrass (Zoestera marino) stands provide critical cover for a number of fish and wildlife species
and attributes for primary ecological production {Thom et al. 2003; Kentula and De Witt 2003). The

|, stands il within a benthic habitat that is otherwise relatively uniform. Long-
term efforts removing large woody debris and other natural structure embedded in the substrates of
bays in order to facilitate shipping have greatly exacerbated this lack of complexity further increasing
the importance of eelgrass beds. Eelgrass beds provide both primary complexity and edge effect for
adjacent habitats. In many cases, macroinvertebrate and fish/shelifish species complexity is dramatically
greater within eelgrass stands compared to locations where eelgrass is not present. Dredging in the JCEP
project area is expected to have significant deleterious effects on species that use eelgrass habitats at
that location.

Aguatic Freshwater Discussion: 4.6.1.1-1 pg 492-494 (Note some of the ocreages noted below vary
slightly from the DEIS as there hos been combination or different sorting of habitat types through drafts
of the Aquatic Mitigation Plon). As identified through the collaborative efforts of DEA and ODFW there
are calculated to be 16.2 acres of Category 2 upland/aguatic habitat: 0.6 acres of open water; 13 acres
of shrub-scrub wetland; 1.9 acres of emergent wetland; and 0.7 acres of forested wetland that will be
impacted by the ICEP. These land habi provide fi ionally important logical features on
Morth Spit as they contribute to nutrient cycling where the sandy soil types are very limited in primary
nutrients, and are freshwater refugia within a short distance to saline habitats. The wetlands and open
water ponds are important for production of a number of amphibians including rough skinned newts
{Taricha granulosa), red-legged frogs {Rano ourora), as well as several species of tree frog {i.e. Pacific
tree frog Pseudacris regiffa). Three-spined stickleback (Gosterosteus aculeotus) occupy a nurmber of the
ponds and deeper wetlands, Numerous waterfow| species transition through these ponds including
mallards (Anas plotyrhynchos), bluebills {Aythya marila), wood ducks [Aix sponsa), and Canada geese
{Brante Canadensis). The JCEP slip is slated to provide the infrastructure for the Marine Gateway
Terminal Project {DEIS ES pg 4), which will require filling of Hendersen Marsh (170.8 acres) in the
uUpcoming years.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 75

W-2269 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS
20150212-5028 FERC PDF (Uncfficial) 2/12/2015 8:32:05 PM SA1 Continued, page 79 of 241
SA1-146  The fact that wildlife currently use the marsh is noted. The DEIS

Upland Discussion: 4.6.1.1-1 pg 492-494 (Note some of the acreages noted below vary slightly from the discusses the Species that use the marsh in sections 4.6 and 4.7.
DEIS os there hos been combination or different sorting of habitat types in toble 4.6.1.1-1. The
Applicant/affiliate proposes to excavate approximately 3.8 million cubic yards (MCY) of material from - 1 1 1 1 1
upland habitats and with other construction actions disturb total of roughly 195 acres for the JCEP and SAl 147 The DEIS dlSCIOSGS the economic EffeCtS Of the prOJECt n Sectlon
another 66 acres for the linked SDPP project. DEA, in coordination with Department staff, has calculated 49

that 101.9 acres of Category 3 habitat: 0.4 acres of riparian forest and 101.5 acres of coastal dune forest
are present within the project area. There are 110.8 acres of Category 4 upland habitats that are within
the project area: 1.0 acres of shrub upland; 43.5 acres of herbaceous shrub upland; 1.7 acres of
herbaceous upland; 3.4 acres of unvegetated sand upland; and 1.2 acres of grassland. Another 90.9
acres of disturbance in Category 3, 4, and 6 habitats will be associated with construction of temporary SA1-146
facilities. A notable portion of the impacted uplands will be converted from terrestrial habitats to
aquatic habitats, in order to truct a slip for vessels. Columbian black-tailed deer
{Odocoileus columbianus) use the flats and vegetated sand dunes within the project area year long.
Black bear [Ursus omericonus) and coyotes {Canis fatrans) also use upland habitats at the site. There are
11 species of amphibians (8 salamanders, 3 frogs) at least 10 species of reptiles that have been found to
occur on the North Spit as noted in the DEIS.

Avian wildlife on the proposed project area are generally diverse and include great blue heron {drdeo
herodias), snowy egret [Egretta thula), and osprey [Pnnn‘ron haligetus). Two species that were formerly
on the Endangered Species list, bald eagles (Hali phaius) and peregrine falcons (Folco
peregrinis), use the site seasonally or on occasion.

General Comments: ODFW recommends that FERC disclose and consider in this DEIS the potential
immediate economic benefits or impacts to the local communities of Coos County and at the state level
in the context of both the potential environmental adverse effects economically important industries
{e.g. Commercial fishing, recreational fishing and hunting, aesthetics, wildlife viewing, and aquaculture)
that depend on healthy and abundant fish, wildlife, and habitats. Fish and Wildlife recreational
expenditures in 2008 accounted for 2.5 billion in income for the state of Oregon (Runyan and Associates
20083). In Oregon, ial D crab landings from the ocean and Columbia River have
averaged 16.1 million pounds per season with an average ex-vessel value of 30.2 million dollars, over
the last twenty years. The 2004-2005 seascn saw a record high of over 33.5 million pounds of crab
landed (ODFW unpublished 2008).

SA1-147

Marked change will occur to the productivity of the dredged portion of the bay and little recovery is
expected over time. Maintenance dredging of 37,000 CY per year (DEIS 2.0 pg. 26) will result in a
continually disturbed condition preventing development of any reliable estuarine preduction in the
affected areas. No less important are the wildlife resources in the uplands that will be displaced by this
complete conversion of upland habitat to a new deepwater terminal/zone and long-term daily
disturbance factors attributable to project activities. The magnitude and long-term severity of these
potential impacts may be very difficult to estimate through models and best professional judgment.
ODFW recommends this DEIS include in Section 5.2 that the Applicant carefully plan and execute long
term monitoring of these changes to the bav and estuar\r for the life of the project. ODFW recommends
the monitoring prog inform an adapti pp h to confirm estimates of both impact
and mitigation to ensure habitat functions as are fully restored or comg i for cc irate to
the actual shorter or longer term impacts of the action.
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ESTUARINE AQUATIC CONCERNS BY ITEM

The DEIS should include the following information to remedy deficient analysis and identification of
environmental impacts of proposed action related to each item.

Dredging of the "Slip” will create a new deep alcove back likely lting in @ number of
significant biological effects (e.g change to water flow patterns in the vicinity, salinity patterns, turbidity
associated with initial and repeated dredging, and shallow water conversion to deep water). While
hydrodynamic models provide some insight into the physical changes that the site and bay may
undergo, biological changes should be studied in situ to accommodate unknown variables. The actual
JCEP/SDPP longer term, indirect project impacts to larger estuary may not be accurately predicted prior
to construction.

. | Citation

Issue Identification Rec ded

Chapter DEIS scope: the current DEIS ODFW recommends the DEIS include analysis
1.4.1 pgs. 1- | briefly describes but does not of cumulative impacts of Port's proposed
20;also analyze the cumulative impacts | Oregon Gateway Terminal and Channel

Table from the "Coos Bay Channel Modification projects, which area

4.14.2.3-1; Deepening/Widening Project” foreseeable result associated with JCEP. ICEP
also 2-81; {"Channel Modification™, will create the terminal, own the terminal,
proposed by Port). The new with Port leasing it.

Terminal will "invite"
larger/deeper ships..after the
project constructs the new
Terminal. JCEP will own the
terminal, with Port leasing it.
Deepening the navigational
channel could have significant
impacts to the Bay, including
changes to the tidal water
interchange: salinity,
temperature, saltwater intrusion
distance and concomitant
ecological changes,

The DEIS currently states, "There
is no direct relationship between
the Port's planned channel
improvement project and the
Jordan Cove LNG Project.” The
actions associated with use of the
new terminal are reasonably
foreseeable and any related
environmental or economic
impacts should therefore be
considered in the cumulative
effects analysis under NEPA. ICEP
will create the terminal, own the
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Final EIS
SAl Continued, page 80 of 241
SAl1l-148  Comment noted.
SA1-149  The proposed use of the west side of the slip has evolved from the

original concept. The proposed action under this NEPA analysis
includes a single-use slip and access channel that solely supports
LNG operations. The 800-foot slip width would be needed in order
to be able to move an LNG vessel off of the LNG berth on the east
side of the slip in the event of an incident within the LNG upland
facilities that might threaten the safety of the LNG vessel at berth.
Having the 800 foot slip width provides the flexibility needed for
tugs to move the LNG vessel away from a hazard at the terminal or
at the LNG loading dock to the relative safety of the west side of
the slip. All references to a multi-purpose facility, mixed-use
facility and/or alternative use in the DEIS, appendices and other
supporting documents have been deleted from the FEIS.
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SA1-150

SA1-151

The Unified Permit is held by the Port. Permits to construct the slip
and access channel would be held by the applicant.

As noted above, the proposed use of the west side of the slip has
evolved from the original concept. The proposed action under this
NEPA analysis includes a single-use slip and access channel that
solely supports LNG operations. A multi-purpose facility, mixed-
use facility is no longer an available option.
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4 Exec Sum
Chapter2.0
pe. 26; pg.
82, 84; Exec
Sum7; 4-
359;

Direct Construction and
Maintenance Dredging Impacts:
Lethal and non-lethal impacts to
marine fish, crab, shrimp,
bivalves, juvenile Chinook
salmon, white sturgeon; ESA
listed coho salmon, green
sturgeon, and Pacific eulachon;
as well as non-listed Pacific
lamprey, and other species may
occur:

* Through entrainment in the
hydraulic dredge at the time
of the initial construction.

* Be impacted by entrainment

Identify and Require Monitoring of Direct
Impacts: During the initial dredging and
excavation, monitoring of the dredge output
at the storage site, ODFW recommends the
Applicant access/estimate the magnitude
[quantification of organisms in the dredge
spoils) of impact to shellfish and non-
game/game fishes.
Require Appli to conduct biological
recovery assessments: ODFW recommends a
biolagical of the JCEP d it
access and slips be completed following
construction to determine the degree that
production of shelifish/gamefish will recover
and stabilize. ODFW recommends this

during future maint e
dredging required to keep the
berth and access to the berth
serviceable,

+ Become attracted to the
alcove and away from natural
habitats, introducing risk of
industrial impacts to these
species (e.g. metabolic
expenditure from disturbance;
entrainment into cooling
intakes, entrainment into ship
ballast water intakes).

* The access channel from
navigational channel to
terminal is approx. 30 acres;
will dredge 1.3 MCY; turbidity
will likely last for 4-6 months;
"localized". Four to six
months could affect the life
history of several estuarine
species (fish and
invertebrates), depending on
timing. ODFW IWWW is
shorter than six months long,

recovery assessment be scaled based on to
productivity in undisturbed regions in the Bay
[reference sites).

QDFW recommends this information be
provided to ODFW, NRTAG, local tribes, and
other interested parties within one calendar
year after construction of the slip and berth is
completed and annually thereafter for a
period of 10 years.

Identify and require more detailed

Mt eation/Moni danti

Management: While the direct impacts of
initial construction are more easily
identifiable, post-project indirect impacts are
likely not. ODFW recommends this DEIS
address appropriate monitoring/study plans
for the project area and mitigation sites be
developed by and formally agreed upon by
the Applicant and pertinent stakeholders.

The expected hydrological changes at the site
due to the project development will
potentially result in a number of changes to
the biological communities at those locations
[e.g. densities, species composition,
predatory interactions, etc.).

These changes may occur in areas adjacent to
or a considerable distance from the project
area where there is little or no construction

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1.152

SAl

Continued, page 82 of 241

SA1-152

Dredging is discussed in section 4.2.2.1. As stated on page 4-359,
impacts would be similar to those that currently occur during
dredging activities by the COE every year. On average, the COE
removes approximately 900,000 cubic yards of material every year.
Jordan Cove would dredge approximately twice that amount. This
would be a one-time event, and would be completed within the
ODFW in-water window.
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activity [see Deepwater Zone
recommendations below]).

Long-term monitoring/study (i.e. majority of
the FERC certificate duration) is appropriate
to und, d/mitigate for ecological and
biological changes associated with the
project.

Clarify in the DEIS if an extension of IWWW
would be requested in accordance with the
current ODFW,/D5L Memorandum of
Understanding.

Clarification and recommendation re: cost:
QODFW recommends FERC clarify in this DEIS
that costs for monitoring/studies and
mitigation are borne by the Applicant.

5 Chapter

Invasive Spedes: Invasive

Correct deficiency in analysis relative to

water will be discharged at the

4,421 pgs species are expected to flourish Invasive Specles: Invasive species can be

358-365 within the slip as with a result of | transported in ballast water and/or through
disturbance. Throughout the attachment to the hulls of vessels. Ballast
world, aguatic invasive species water management guidelines are a first line
are found most prominently in defense to prevent vectoring of invasives to
lecations with low velocity or na | Coos Bay. Adherence to these guidelines is of
current where transient ships utmost importance in order to maintain the
dock. The information provided | integrity of the Coos Bay ecosystem. ODFW
by DEA concerning ship hull recommends FERC require in section 5.2 that

tings that are semi-resistant the Applicant monitor the slip and berth for
to attachment of invasives is colonization by invasives. ODFW
noted. However, ODPW recommends that If invasives are detected,
continues to have concerns that | the NRTAG be consulted on ecological risk
this slip will be an invasive and recommend measures that will be taken
species vector within the bay for elimination or control and changes to
{given it will have low current, operations necessary to prevent future
stable salinity, and hard substrate | colonization should be implemented.
= sheet pile walls), and will
continue over time to have the
potential to vectar new species
into the Bay {e.g. fouling from
ships).
[ Chapter Ballast/Cooling Water Include in DEIS identification of and
4.4.2.1 pgs. Uptake/Discharge: ODFW recommendation for a Ballast Water
358-365; 572 | understands that primarily ballast | Management Plan: ODFW recommends this

DEIS identify and that FERC require JCEP to

site as a result of the co
of the project to an LNG export
facility.

develop a site-specific ballast water
management plan for all vessels servicing the
JCEP LNG plant prior to issuance of the FERC

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-153

SA1-182

Cont'd

SA1-153

SA1-154

&0

SA1-154

The Coast Guard and EPA regulate ballast water discharge in
accordance with federal law and the INTERNATIONAL
CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL AND MANAGEMENT
OF SHIPS' BALLAST WATER AND SEDIMENTS.

As stated in section 4.6.2.1, ballast water is managed according to
Coast Guard and EPA procedures. Available methods, including
requiring screening, are governed by federal law and international
agreement.
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SA1-155  Turbidity, salinity intrusion, and water temperature are all

takeholders through formation of discussed in section 4.6.2.1.
the NRTAG to provide the input necessary to
assess if the original goals of the plankton
study {Shanks et al. 2010 already completed)
have been metand if new direction would SAT-154
better address the concerns. Contd
#  This DEIS should indicate that

CONCErns remain concerning invasive

species and ballast water exchange

despite export of gas rather than the

original plan to import.

7 Chapter Hydrological/Water Quality Hydrological /Water Quality Changes: DEIS
4.4.2.1 pgs. Changes: should be amended to reflect that ODFPW
358-381 anticipates three changes in the

Turbidity: Mobilization of hydrology/water quality of the site that will

substrates will occur during the impact fish and wildlife due to the

initial dredging and with ICEP/SDPP/PCGP Coos Bay development: [A)

continued regular disturbance Turbidity; {B] Salinity intrusion; and {C) Water

d with mai p h and include the

dredging {estimated 360,000 CY | following information.

in the first 10yrs.; 36,000/yr.)

within the project area. Turbidity: can reduce primary and secondary
productivity, while salinity intrusion can have

Turbidity will increase over an a myriad of effects (e.g. change in species

unknown portion of the Coos Bay | distribution, invasive species colonization

during construction and when ability, reproduction changes). SAL155

maintenance dredging is

conducted. DEA comments The DEIS should identify that further

relating to the Easement permit information is needed to determine if

application indicated that increased salinity intrusion has the potential

dredging will occur on the regular | to change the ecological conditions in Coos

two year interval when the Bay to a notable degree.

remainder of the shipping

channel is dredged. However, The DEIS should identify that further

the slip and berth represent information is needed to determine if

additional acreage that will be discharged cooling water will impact aquatic

impacted over current levels and | resources in the slip due to temperature

may require an increased changes.

dredaing f . Additionally

the hydrodynamic modeling Include in DEIS identification of and

indi the slip will b an dation for Long-Term Blological

alcove, likely collecting sediments | and Hydrological Monitoring: ODFW

at a greater rate than the main recommends FERC identify, discuss and

shipping channel, recommend a monitoring/study plan be
developed in collaboration with the NRTAG

Increased turbidity levels can and ODFW. This plan should include:

result in suppression of primary » Biological information (e.g. abundance,

production, affecting a number species composition, behavior; for both
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SAl Continued, page 86 of 241

of ecological factors:

* Survival and growth of
estuarine plankton (Cloern
1987; Inwin and Claffey 1966).
Potential effects to feeding
capability and subsequent
reduction in planktivorous
organisms [Carter et al. 2009;
Horppila etal, 2004; Bash et
al. 2001).

Survival and growth of species
such as eelgrass are affected
by factors that decrease total
solar input and depth to which
light penetrates into the water
column,
Potential reduction in
production of mollusks,
Dungeness crab, juvenile
coho, Chinook salmon and
other species,
* Comments received from DEA
on 01/07/11 have been
considered.

Salinity Intrusion: It was unclear
during the FERC process if
deepening of the main Coos River
shipping channel would be

native and invasive species) project in the
bay.

= Hydrological information (turbidity,
salinity intrusion, water temperature
changes) and specifically address
ecological impacts related to the
deapening of the ICEP site due to dredge
activities.

= Meodeling that has been d d bythe
Applicant to date has been informative,
However, it may not accurately and
precisely predict what actual post-
construction hydrologic and ecological
condition will be. The study should use an
experimental design that includes before
and After Controlled Impact techniques
aimed at elucidating changes in shallow
and deepwater communities, correlations
between biological indices, and
hydrological changes,

ODFW recommends that this plan ensure all
three factors (e.g., (A} Turbidity; (B} Salinity
intrusion; and {C) Water temperature

h ) are monitored and add d in the
following ways:

Predictive Hydrologic Model: ODFW
recommends the Applicant(s) consultant(s)
develop of a predictive hydrologic model to

din b with
creation of the deepwater zones
at the ICEP site. The DEIS should
so clarify. DEA comments
received on 01/07/11 relating to
the ICEP Easement permit
indicated that there will not be
deepening of the main Coos River
channel associated with the JCEP.
There does, however, continue to
be potential for elevated levels of
maintenance dredging to the slip

estimate how creation of the slip and
maintenance dredging of the main Coos River
channel will affect salinity intrusion into the
bay (ODF W recognizes the efforts of the
Applicont thot have been completed to date,
however, these focus primarily on hydroulic
flow rather than salinity patterns). This
mode| should be developed and distributed
for review to the NRTAG and ODFW prior to
initiation of construction at the site.

of Hydrologic Factors in the

and berth. The Applicant noted
that hydrelogic modeling has
indicated sediments will likely
accumulate at an accelerated
rate in the berth area. The DEIS
should be amended to reflect

Monitoring Plan: ODFW recommends the
Applicant develop a menitoring plan {in
combination with the biological monitoring
plan as described above) in collaboration
with ODPW/NRTAG to study/quantify/qualify:
Turbidity effects;

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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accurate information, including
that to date, the Applicant has
not modeled the potential that
actions of the JCEP will increase
the distance to which highly
saline waters intrude into Coos
Bay and the effects to residence
time of highly saline waters,

would affect Category 2 habitats

in the JCEP area, but alsa in an

unknown portion of the

remainder of the bay. Effects

may include:

* Ecotone boundary changes

altering aguatic plant growth
patterns and distribution,

and animal organisms
vulnerable to salinity levels,

for reproductive success {e.g.
Dungeness crab, striped bass
Morone saxatilis).
Phytoplankton community

time of year freshwater
the Bay).

Saline intrusion associated with
increased dredging in the 1950°'s
was thought to have had an
impact on several species in the
Bay including striped bass and
American shad (Aloso
sapidissima), although study
results were inconclusive.

The impacts that this intrusion
would have on native shellfish
and finfish species such as fall
Chinook, coho salmon,
Dungeness crab, and native
oysters cannot be modeled and
would only be detectable

Increased salinity intrusion likely

= Distribution changes for plant

Changes to the available zones

productivity change related to
nutrient regime shifts (i.e. the

dominates for a given reach of

= Salinity intrusion effects;
= Water temperature issues at the site.

QDFW recommends this monitoring/study
plan be developed in collaboration with the
NRTAG/ODFW. Studies outlined in the plan
should be completed for a time period
necessary to meet the goals, which should be
determined in collaboration with the
NRTAG/ODFW.

Data Sonde Network: As part of the

monitoring plan, ODFW recommends:

= A network of data sondes be deployed to
collect data on A} Turbidity; B} Salinities;
C) Water temperature both at the surface
and depth.

= If salinity intrusion, thermal changes, or
turbidity are determined to impact fish
and wildlife resources, mitigation should
be appropriately identified by the JCEP,
ODFW and NRTAG consistent with OAR
63 5-415-0000 through 0025,

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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through real-time monitoring.
The DEIS should identify and
discuss this fact.

Productive commercial oyster
farms, which occur in euryhaline
waters upstream of the project
site, are currently protected from
many fouling arganisms and
predators that occur in more
stable salinities. Further
intrusion of salt water will
contribute to more stenohaline
waters thus presenting new risk
to a currently economically viable
industry. The DEIS should
identify and discuss this fact.

Effects of the dredging may be
detectable over the entire bay.
Mitigation at the Kentuck site is
not In-Kind when considering
salinity intrusion. Ecological
benefits at the Kentuck site
would not be able to compensate
far impacts that increased salinity
could have throughout the Bay.
Some understanding and
determination of changes in
salinity pattern {e.g. results from
a salinity study), could guide
adaptive
management/mitigation.

Water Temperature: Ships
loading at the facility will
discharge heated engine cooling
water that may be as much as 3C
warmer than the surrounding
water. Fish that come in direct
contact with this plume will
experience stress, ODFW
recognizes that significant cooling
of this water will occur soon after
it is released from the vessel and
sees this issue as less concerning,
however, ODFW remains
concerned regarding potential for

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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deleterious effects and the
potential needs to be identified
and lyzed in this DEIS,

-3 Chapter 4 pg.

Spedes Omisslons: DEIS does not

Species Omissions: Correct the DEIS to

This new deepwater zone will be
constructed at 90° to the axis of

557; 563 mention Northern Anchovy include Northern Anchovy as species present
{Engraulis mordaxas) species in Coos Bay and add California Sea lions to list
present in Coos Bay. of marine mammals near JCEP.

For marine mammals, DEIS lists
harbor seals but fails to list
California sea lions (Zafophus
colifornionus) that are also
present near Jordan Cove.

] Chapter Deepwater Zone Biological Identify and analyze proposed action’s
4.4.2.1 pgs. Communities: Construction of impact on deepwater zone: It is critically
358-361; 4- the JCEP LNG slip and offlcading important to disclose to the public and
PE. 573; 4-pg. | site will create a new deepwater | decision-makers what impacts the
585; 4-631 zone that is 25+ft in depth: development of a large “alcove” deepwater

zone at the JCEP site will have on finfish and
shellfish populations. Changes may occur to
life-history patterns, movements,

overall abund and

the river channel forming a type
of alcove morphologic feature
that currently does not exist in
Coos Bay. Deepwater zones that
exist in Coos Bay tend to attract
specific species compositions
{e.g. white sturgeon, Dungeness
crab, California halibut).
However, these deepwater zones
are in line with the main flow of
the channel. Due to the location
and hydrologic patterns
associated with this new alcove,
there needs to be monitoring to
determine the species benefitted
and or detrimental effects.

The slip area will be highly
disturbed during dredging and
recover slowly, with re-
disturbance at regular intervals
associated with maintenance
dredging Installation of rip-rap
and sheet-pile in the berth are
expected to maximize the

pli of the zone i
the productive capacity for fish

perhaps reproductive aspects of affected
organisms in the Bay. |dentifying these
changes will also be essential to development
of a mitigation plan to compensate for
negative impacts as they occur and are
detected.

QODFW recommends FERC require in Seciton
5.2 that the Applicant design and conduct
specific studies through coordination with
QODFW and NRTAG to determine these
changes or lack thereof.

Include created “Deepwater Zones"” as a
Main Factor in Monitoring Study: As
described above long-term monitoring is
critical to define the effects of this substantial
proposed change to habitats in Coos Bay.

QDFW recommends FERC require the
Applicant to study of the effects on anon-
going basis through the majority of the
license period.

ODFW recommends this study attempt to
document changes to populations including,

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Information has been added to the FEIS.
See the recommendation in section 4.6.2.2 of the FEIS.
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and wildlife.

Consequently, COFW is
concerned with how construction
of this site will affect life cycle
patterns, population
concentrations, overall
abundance, and movements of
certain affected species in Coos
Bay. All of these issues are not
adequately disclosed or analyzed
in this DEIS. Specifically, e.g. will
additional deepwater zone in this
region of the bay affect the
fallowing
« Finfish/shellfish species
densities in the JCEP area and
other regions of the bay. If
change occurs, how will this
affect production of affected
species in relation to current

but not limited to: change in species
diversity, abundance, behavior, distribution,
and species composition caused by the
project.

QODFW recommends Before and After Control
Impact (BACI) study methods be used to
provide before, after, and control structure
for the investigations.

QDFW recommends the Applicant receive
guidance from ODFW/NRTAG for methods
and timing (beginning, sampling frequency,
and ending) for these studies. Study results
should be distributed annually to
ODFW/NRTAG, other interested
agencies/parties.

Biological recovery ts: ODFW
recommends FERC require Applicant to
conduct a biological assessment of the JCEP
"

levels {e.g. p prey

relationships with avian

predation of salmonids, seal
and sea lian predation to
salmonids; avian predation to
finfish)?

Competitive interactions

associated with the value or

lack of value of the slip.

Additionally, it is of concern if

the slip will become 2 zone of

higher density of predatory
fishes.

» Recreational opportunities
related to current
finfish/shelifish distributions
{e.g. alteration of the
distribution of Dungeness
crab; salmon movement
changes; influx of larger
rockfish; ete.).

Incorrect Ecology:

* The DEIS indicates that
"luvenile salmanids migrating
would likely be in main
channel, not off-channel slip."

ter access and slips be completed
following construction to determine the
degree that preduction of shellfish/finfish will
recover and stabilize. This requirement
should be discussed in the DEIS.

This recovery assessment should also be
scaled on a percentage basis compared to
productivity in undisturbed regions in the
Bay.

QDFW recommends reports be completed
annually and information provided to ODFW,
NRTAG, local tribes, and other interested
parties within one calendar year after
construction of the slip and berth is

I leted and Iy th fter fora
period of 10 years.

Correct errors in DEIS regarding local
ecology:

The DEIS needs to fully acknowledge the
potential for use of the slip by juvenile
salmonids and other fish or invertebrate
species and monitar, and mitigate for use of
terminal slip impacts to these species. The
DEIS should acknowledge and consider

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Continued, page 91 of 241

SA1-158

Disagree—juvenile salmonid
use of estuary includes
feeding, rearing, foraging, in
off-channel wetlands, sloughs,
and other slow water areas.
These fish may seek out low-
velocity areas, including the
terminal slip.

DEIS states: "It is possible that
killer whales, porpaises, and
pinnipeds could be found in
Coos Bay." Theyare
present..pinnipeds
frequently, cetaceans
occasionally but commanly.
Other species of whale have
been rare visitors to Coos Bay,
a few even travelling up-bay
to the City of Coos Bay and
beyond.,

presence of Killer Whales and other whales,

SA1-15T

Cont'd

10

Exec. Sum.-
pgs. 10;
4-715; incl.
Figure 4.5-1;
Chapter 4-
718; 4-719;
797

Recreational Users:

It is ODFWs understanding that
the U.5. Coast Guard typically
requires exclusion zones of up to
500 yards surrounding LNG
tankers transiting the bay and
potentially while at dock for
safety and national security
purposes. The DEIS does not
disclose nor address this very
serious potential impact to
recreational and commercial
boat and/or bank use of Jordan
Cove and the surrounding bay
areas. Any such actions by the
U5 Coast Guard would likely
result in a severe impact to public
recreation for fishing, shelifish, or
hunting which should be
analyzed as part of the
cumulative impacts of the project
and fully mitigated for should
they accur.

DEIS states that LNG ship traffic
would not significantly impact
recreational users because the #
of vessels would equal the

Clarify risks to recreational users:

This DEIS must disclose and analyze the risks
presented by the proposed action to
recreational users and associated impacts,
and ODFW recommends FERC clarify
safety/security requirements to protect
recreational boaters when LNG ships are in
transit within the K Buoy to terminal zone,
specifically including any such future safety or
national security exclusion zones likely to be
implemented by the U.5. Coast Guard or any
other state of federal enforcement agency.

This DEIS must acknowledge and consider the
recreational value of the Jordan Cove and
Coos Bay estuary; and specifically consider
impacts to recreational salmon fishery,
crabbing and other boating during
construction, dredging, and LNG ship transit,
specifically within the context of the above
described U.5. Coast Guard restrictions likely
to occur.

The DEIS should include an economic analysis
of the shellfish {crabbing/clamming) and
finfish {rockfish, salmon, steelhead) fisheries
in Coos Bay, their contribution to the
economics of Coos County and Southwest

Sa1-158

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Effects on recreational boating and fishing are described in section
4.8.1.1. As noted in the DEIS, the number of ships is not out of
proportion to the number of large ships that used the waterway in
the past.
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once called on Coos Bay. This
statement is erronecus and
should be corrected. The DEIS
fails to take into account that:
» Recreational use of the Bay
has increased, with greater

& The area from the jetties to

for crabbing and salmon

historic # of deep-draft ships that

Jordan Cove is a high-use area

Oregon and address the potential impacts of
the JCEP. NEPA requires disclosure and
analysis of the economic impact to these
recreational opportunities and the local
businesses that depend on them because it

is directly related to environmental concerns,

numbers of crabbers, The DEIS should also include a FERC
clammers, and anglers recommendation that requires the Applicant
participating. to mitigate for any such loss of recreational

access and associated economic impact to
local business and the local economy from
the resulting lost recreational opportunity.

SA1

Continued, page 92 of 241

angling from boats.

It is uncertain whether or not
USCG security/safety
measures will require boats to
completely leave the area, or
simply require boats to clear
the navigational channel to
allow the ship to pass.

DEIS failed to identify Coos Bay
proper as a recreation area
{hunting, fishing, clamming,
crabbing, boating, paddle surfing,
surfing, etc.). Accordingto
O5MB 2008 report, most
recreation, Boating in Coos Bay
occurs in summer--pessibly more
boating now in fall {salmon
angling/crabbing).

Socioeconomics—The DEIS
indicates that the: "JCEP would
not have direct impacts on any
federal, state, or local parks or
recreational areas or facilities.”
USCG safety/security zone
around LNG vessels in transit is
500 yards (0.28 miles).
Mavigational channel passes
within 500 yards of Charleston
Marina/Boat Ramp, Empire Boat
Ramp, BLM North Spit Boat
Ramp, and the entire Coos Bay is
a recreational area.
Construction, dredging, and LNG

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 89
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vessel transit will have impacts
on recreational areas and
facilities. Overcrowding currently
occurs at lower Bay boat ramps
during peak of salmon fishery.
Displacement of
boating/launches during LNG
wvessel transit or construction
could exacerbate boat launch
overcrowding,

11 | Chapter 4.pg. | Aquatic Resources: The DEIS Correct errors in discussion relevant to
546; 4-pg. does not mention importance of | Aquatic Resources: DEIS should use mest up-
547; 4.5.1.1- | estuary for rearing/emigration of | to-date species status, which has changed for
1 pg. 436; 5.2 | juvenile salmonids; did not some species since 2005 report (see other
pg. 32, mention California Halibut, column).

Mitigation known to inhabit the area near
item #31; pg | Jordan Cove; DEIS writers used Correct omissions/errors as follows:
32, Item #51; | ODFW's 2005 Native Fish Status + Clarify ODFW's role/authorities for
S.pg. 42, Report for lists/status of fish requiring wetland habitat mitigation.
Item #1053, species. State that ODFW is an “appropriate
106 agency” with regarding to consultation on
Omissions: Wetland Mitigation Plan.
* ODFW should be identified as » Clarify ODFW's role/authorities for
an "appropriate agency” with Agquatic Nuisance Species
regard to consultation on the prevention/mitigation. State that ODFW
Wetland Mitigation Plan. isan "appropriate agency” with regard to
* ODFW should be identified as consultation on the Aquatic Species
an "appropriate agency" with Muisance Treatment Plan.
regard to consultation on the « State in DEIS that ...mortality or sub-
Aquatic Species Nuisance lethal injury to fish or wildlife species,” is
Treatment Plan. information that needs reported to
ODFW.
= Disclose and require that the JCEP project
report to FERC any abnormal operating
incidents that result in harassment or
maortality of fish and wildlife species.

12 Kentuck Mitigation Site: The Disclose the deficiencles and uncertainties
Chapter former Kentuck golf course lands | associated with the Kentuck Mitigation Site:
4.4.2.1 pgs. have been identified by the In order to maximize the ability of the
358-381 Applicant for restoration. These Kentuck mitigation site to provide
4.431-1 lands would be reestablished as | comp ion for ecological and recreational
Pg 408-410 estuary in order to provide resources impacted at the JCEP/SDPP/PCGP
4.6.1.1-1 pg. | mitigation for the dredging Coos Bay project area location, the DEIS
435 impacts that will occur at the should identify and recommend the following

JCEP slip and access channel. The | as mitigation in Section 5.2:
Kentuck golf course lands
currently are degraded wetlands | Public Access: FERC should require that

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Information has been added to the FEIS.

The COE is responsible for mitigation due to effects to wetlands.
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that were historically de-watered
through diking and tidegate
management, eliminating the
connection with the estuary.
Although there may be sufficient
acreage at this site to meet the
D5L 3:1 restoration ratio for
dredging impacts at the JCEP site,
a number of potential impacts
(e.g. salinity gradient issues,
changes in bay turbidity, creation
of a deepwater zone) that will
occur at the JCEP will not be
compensated In-kind as the
salinity gradients are out of the
range that is present at the
project location,

Public Access: Is currently
allowed at the Kentuck
Mitigation site and on the water
at the JCEP/SDPP LNG project
area of the bay. The DEIS should
disclose this fact. Recreational
access to the estuary and
shoreline habitats of the bay isan
important component of the
local economy. It is expected
that the security zone in the JCEP
project area following
construction will significantly
reduce public use of the bay and
adjacent uplands. The mitigation
site will need to accommodate
the elimination of public access
at the JCEP site through allowing
open public access.

Saline waters will move upstream
into the Kentuck mitigation site
via restoration actions allowing
more viability of mariculture (i.e.
Pacific oyster farming). The
effective area available for
expansion of mariculture will not
only be within the new mitigation
site, but there will also be an
increase in the particle range {i.e.

public access be made available and
encouraged at the Kentuck mitigation site in
arder to attempt to provide compensatory
opportunities in replacement for loss or
reduction of access at the ICEP/SDPP/PCGP
Coos Bay site,

FERC should require construction of a public
parking area off of East Bay Drive as part of
the mitigation site development. {There is
opportunity to develop parking without filling
wetlands at the site.)

Provision for recreational opportunities at
the Kentuck golf course site, although not
precisely In-Kind, may partially compensate
for losses at the JCEP site and should be fully
investigated. ODFW recommends,
specifically, that opportunities for hunting,
recreational shellfish harvest and wildlife
viewing be identified and implemented in
collaboration with lecal constituents,

Restrict C lal Oyster C

ODFW recoemmends careful consideration of
restricting commercial oyster cultivation from
the Kentuck mitigation site as a condition of
the DSL permit.

The spread of the footprint of mariculture
operations just down Bay {defined as within
¥ mile} from the mitigation site may retard
the creation of this restored estuarine habitat
in Kentuck Slough. These types of mitigation
may not be effective in the context of future
expansion of mariculture, which would likely
defeat mitigation goals.

Collabor atively Finalize Kentuck Mitigation
Plan: ODFW recognizes that a draft
mitigation plan has been submitted;
however, there are a number of specific
actions at the site (e.g. how Kentuck Creek
will be routed through the site, whether the
elevational relief of the site will be modified,
etc.) that will affect the ecological function of
the site. These specific details will affect
ecological function of the required

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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drift of Oyster spat) of these
operations up bay. Although it
will likely be practical for oyster
cultivation on the mitigation site,
this would be counter-productive
to the intended goals of
mitigating for fish and wildlife.

mitigation.

QDFW recommends the FEIS disclose this
uncertainty and require that the Kentuck
Mitigation Plan be completed collaboratively
with input, review, and approval of ODFW.

Require additional coordination with ODFW:
FERC should require the Applicant to
coordinate during the
development/construction of the Kentuck
Mitigation site so that ODFW will be able to
provide the Applicant with dati
for specific on-site adjustments and actions
to maximize ecalogical function in order ta
appropriately reduce these significant
environmental impacts to less than
significant levels.

The DEIS notes that there will be 43.6 acres of
estuarine wetland/wetlond mitigotion
completed ot the Kentuck site (DEIS 4.6.1.1-1
pg 4395), It is the understanding of ODFW
that fess than 40.0 acres at the site have the
elevation thot will aliow for tido! influence. if
greater than 40.0 acres is needed for
estuarine mitigation enother location may
need to be purchosed and restored to meet
mitigation needs of the JCEP project.

13

Chapter 2.0
pes. 83, 84;
4.0-pg. 570

In-Water Dredging/Work: The
DEIS outlines that dredging of the
bay, placement of sheet pile, etc.
will occur. At this particular site
there is some potential that
Pacific smelt (eulachon) may be
in this reach of the bay from
January 15 until April annually,
Although the presence of
eulachon is considered highly
unlikely.

In-Water-Work Windows
{WWWW) reduces exposure of juv,
Salmonids”. Does not indicate
IWWW importance to marine fish
and shellfish species.

Require compliance with ODFW's In-Water
Dredging/Work Period: The DEIS outlines
the project’s intent to complete work below
the high tide zone, but it does not disclose,
analyze nor require that these actions
coincide with the In-Water Work window for
the Coos Bay estuary {October 1 to February
15). FERC should rectify these errors to
appropriately mitigate for significant
environmental impacts of the proposed
action in an enforceable and sufficiently
detailed manner.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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The comment is not correct. Dredging is discussed in section
4.2.2.1. As stated on page 4-359, all work would be completed
within the ODFW in-water window.
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UPLAND AND FRESHWATER WETLAND COMMENTS BY ITEM

1 DEIS 2.2.2
pgs. 77-80;
2.31 pgs. 83-
84;4.5.1.1-1
pgs. 436; 5.2
pgs. 32,
Mitigation
item #31; pg
32, Item #51;
S-pg. 42,
Item #105,
106

Habitat Loss: ODFW recognizes
that a substantial proportion of
the upland habitats at the
JCEP/SDPP sites adjacent to the
bay are not in pristine condition.
However, they have been ina
relative state of quiescence for
more than a decade and are
predominantly considered
Category 3, 4, and 5 habitats [per
OAR 63 5-415-0000 through
0025). A substantial component
of farested dune habitat remains
in Category 3 condition atthe
site. The Applicant and
Department have worked
extensively in 2013 and 2014 to
attemnpt to reach final consensus
on the quantity of the various
Habitat Categories on the JCEP
and SDPP areas. The JCEP and
SDPP projects will have
deleterious impact on at least
38.0 acres of freshwater
wetlands and 261 acres of upland
habitats at the site. These lands
will be altered from their current
condition through several
pathways including:

Conversion of terrestrial lands
into submerged lands.

Elimination of the viability of
remaining dune and forested
dune habitats {largely due to
encroachment, removal,
disturbance, etc.) and reduction
in the viability of immediately
adjacent habitat as a result of
construction of the LNG storage
tanks and pipeline network,
installation of road networks to
support the site, and direct forest
clearing of at least 90.0 acres.

Correct omissions relevant to potential
habitat loss: ODFW fully recognizes a
substantial proportion of upland habitats at
the site are not in pristine condition.
However, valuable wildlife habitat remains on
the JCEP/SDPP property and historically
impacted habitats have been in a relative
state of quiescence for more than a decade.

ODFW recommends the Applicant continue
to develop the upland mitigation package to
fully compensate for the proposed loss of
upland and freshwater wetland habitat and
wildlife production in accordance with OAR
£35-415-0000 through 00235, (ODFW notes
the efforts to dote Appendix 5. of the DEIS)

ODFW rec is the HMP developed by
the Applicant be consistent with OAR 635-
415-0000 through 0025 in collaboration with
Department staff Department and reviewed
by the NRTAG.

Correct omissions/errors as follows:

* Clarify ODFW's role/authorities for
requiring wetland habitat mitigation.
State that ODFW is an "appropriate
agency” with regarding to consultation on
‘Wetland Mitigation Plan.

Clarify ODFW's role/authorities for
Aquatic Nuisance Species
prevention/mitigation. State that ODFW
isan "appropriate agency” with regard to
consultation on the Aquatic Species
Nuisance Treatment Plan.

State in DEIS that "...mortality or sub-
lethal injury to fish or wildlife species,” is
information that needs reported to
QDPW.
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Comment noted. The applicant is required to consult with ODFW
in developing their habitat mitigation plan.
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The DEIS should disclose that
impacts to the uplands and
wetlands at the JCEP/SDPP sites
will essentially render much of
the affected habitat areas
incapable of supporting the
native plant and wildlife species
that currently cccupy the site due
to a number of factors including,
but not limited to:

* Direct removal and
disturbance (e.g. disturbance
factors such as ship
moorage/loading activities
and road traffic, machinery
and compressor noise). The
DEIS notes that during
construction sound levels will
be at 47 to 57 A-weighted
decibels, "We predict that
operational noise from the
LNG terminal would have an
equivalent sound level (Leq) of
42 dBA and day-night sound
level (Ldn) of 48.4 dBA when
measured about 1.4 miles
away" Chapt 4.6.1 pg 506.
This is noted as similar to the
city of North Bend
Alteration of the surfaces
through paving placement of
gravel, remaval of the arganic
layer on the sandy soils, etc,
that eliminate capacity of the
habitats to support fish and
wildlife
Invasion of competitive plants
and non-native or native plant
and animal colonists such as
crows, starlings, and Scotch
broom {Sarothamnus
scoparius) that result in a loss
of habitat capacity due to
competitive interactions.
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2 Chapt. 4.5
pg 521

Nest Site Searches: The
Applicant has identified that nest
site searches will be conducted
prior to tree clearing to eliminate
the risk that trees will be cut
during nesting season, {although
they will be harvested at a later
date),

There are a number of other
birds with sensitive nest sites as
designated by the Oregon Forest
Practices Act including; blue
heron, and osprey.

Require nest site searches be conducted by
qualified, trained personnel: FERC should
require in Section 5.2 that Applicant have
qualified, trained staff complete surveys for
Great Blue Heron Rockeries and Osprey nest
sites prior to any timber harvest or pipeline
construction at the appropriate time of year
to complete surveys.

3 Chapter2.2.2
pgs. 77-80;
2.3.1pg 83-
84;4.5.1.1-1
pe. 436

Exotic Plants and Wildlife:
Disturbed soils and removal of
wvegetation at the site combined
with the installation of artificial
tanks/pipeline/other structures
will present opportunity for
invasion of non-native plants and
are anticipated to result in
further loss of habitat for native
wildlife species (e.g. replacement
of mourning doves Zenaida
macroura with ring-necked doves
Streptopelia capicol; native
sparrows with house sparrows
Passer domesticus and European
starlings Sturnus vulgaris). There
is also concern that corvid bird
species {ravens, crows, jays) that
are predators on snowy plover
(Charadrius elexendrinus nivosus)
may benefit from the project.
Often, exatic invasive species
have a higher tolerance for direct
association with humans; benefit
from food wastes associated with
daily human activities, and will
potentially use perching and
nesting opportunities that may
become available due to this
project, furthering displacement
of native species.

Disclose impacts to exatic plants and wildlife
and recommend mitigation to same: ODFW
recommends FERC require the Applicant to
continue develop tand impl ion of
an upland invasive plant management plan in
collaboration with ODFW and NRTAG to
assist with concerns such as minimizing the
potential for inadvertently benefiting exotic
plants and wildlife. BMPs might include
actions to minimize garbage and other
human related factors that could lead to
increased presence of exotic or otherwise
undesirable predatory bird species such as
starlings or corvids.
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See the applicant's Migratory Bird Conservation Plan and Habitat

Mitigation Plan.
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4 Chapter2.2.2
pgs. 77-80;
2.3.1 pgs. 83-
84;4.5.1.1-1
pgs. 436

Habitat Fragmentation: ODFW
recognizes that a number of
acres of upland habitats at the
site have been impacted from
previous industrial activity and
currently are classed as
predominantly Category 3, 4, and
5 habitats. However, the value of
upland habitats and wetlands in
the vicinity of the JCEP/SDPP will
not only be affected by direct
facility impacts, but also by the
institution of daily human
disturbance that will likely occur
post-construction during the
operations at the site. Creation
of the slip/berth and associated
LNG facility will further fragment
the Morth Spit peninsula.
Peninsula type habitats are
uniguely rare on the Oregon
Coast. Furthermore the adjacent
wetland and forested dune
habitats (Category 2 and 3) will
be affected by activities at the

site.

Disclose potential for habitat fragmentation
and require mitigation for same: ODFW
recommends that:

# The DEIS identify that the mitigation final
plan will specifically address measures to
reduce fragmentation of habitat(s) at the
site and adjacent to the site.

* The mitigation plan should be required to
outline mitigation options by habitat
Category consistent with OAR 635-415
0000 through 0025,

5 | Chapterz2.2
pgs. 77-80;
2.3.1 pgs. 83-
84;4.51.1-1
pgs. 436

and

Appendix 5
pgs. 1-16

Replacement/creation of
affected upland habitats will be
very difficult to accomplish.
However,
mitigation/enhancement of In-
Kind, In-Proximity existing
habitats might be attainable and
provide the desired
compensation of habitat
fubctions and values. ODPW
notes the comments received
from DEA relating to the
Applicant’s efforts to locate
suitable mitigation lands and is
supportive of these coordinated
efforts with ODFW from 2011-
2014,

Require mitigation that results in “net
benefit” for impacted habitats: Mitigation
efforts and or enhancement of upland and
freshwater wetland habitats similarto those
affected at the JCEP/SDPP:

# It is the recommendation of ODFW that
the project proponents/affiliate continue
with development of the Wildlife,
‘Wetland, and Estuarine mitigation efforts
with the goal of developing mitigation the
results in a "Net Benefit” for habitats
impacted at the JCEP site.

* Require that all mitigation actions are
consistent with the Fish and Wildlife
Habitat Mitigation Policy {(OAR 635-415-
0000 ta 0025).

Kentula, M. E., and T. H. DeWitt 2003. Abundance of Seagrass (Zostera marina L.) and Macroalgae in

Literature Cited
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SA1-164

SA1-164

SA1-185

96

SA1-165

See the applicant's Habitat Mitigation Plan and the FERC
requirement that they formulate this plan in consultation with
appropriate resource agencies such as the ODFW.

See the applicant's Habitat Mitigation Plan and the FERC
requirement that they formulate this plan in consultation with
appropriate resource agencies such as the ODFW.
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SA1-166  Seethe applicant's Habitat Mitigation Plan and the FERC
requirement that they formulate this plan in consultation with
appropriate resource agencies such as the ODFW.
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SA1-167 See the applicant's Habitat Mitigation Plan and the FERC

ecologically degraded historically by a number of human impacts including: removal of native coastal requirement that they formulate th|s plan in consultation W|th
riparian forest, read construction with subsequent chronic sediment contribution, and debris . .

torrent/mass-wasting events related to forestry activities, The majority of these streams, many of which approp Il ate resource agenC 1€S suc h as the O D FW

are critical for native salmon, trout, sculpin, lamprey, and other aquatic species production, are in a

gradual trend of recovery followi t guidelines and Best M t Practices

implemented from 1970-1992 through agency and private ownership coordinated efforts (Oregon Coast
Coho Conservation Plan; ODFW 2007). Actions such as pipeline construction and maintenance with
associated long-term disturbance introduce an added burden inhibiting ecological recovery. Pipeline
stream crossings have the potential to negatively affect watercourse ecosystems through alteration of
channel beds and banks, increasing total suspended solids (T55), alteration of substrate size and
quantity in the reach and changes to the immediate area benthic community. These impacts can result
in deleterious impacts for fish due to decreased food availability, ch in fi range, i ing
predation, aquatic habitat simplification, and decrease in overall health.

The species that are likely to be impacted through placement of the pipeline in Coos Bay and Haynes

Inlet include, but are not limited to: D crab {Cancer ister), red rock crab {Concer
prodi 1, cockles (<l dium nuttellii), gapers (Tresus copax), butter clams (Sexidemus giganteus),
littleneck clams (F hoco i rockfish |; spp.), lingcod (Ophi gotes) ling

{Hexagrammos decagrammus), California hallhut {Paralichthys californicus), English sole {Pamphrys
vetulus), Pacific sand dabs (Citharichthys serdidus), ghost shrimp {Cellienassa californiensi), mud shrimp
(Upogebi pugettensi), starry flounder (Platichthys stellatus), smelts {Osmeridae family), (Engraulidae
family), sardlnes (Clupeidae family}, fall run Chinook salmon .‘Gncomynchm tshawytschal, green

i5), white sturgeon (4. ), (OC) ESA th d coho salmon
fo. .hsu'tch} and possibly Pacific lamprey (Ei F tri o). There is also some potential that
Pacific smelt {eulachon) { Tholeichthys par:fms} may be found in the JCEP/PCGP project area of Coos
Bay. Additionally, the mudflats in the JCEP/PCGP area support a commercial ghost shrimp fishery,
Eelgrass stands provide critical cover for a number of species and primary ecological production {Thom
et al. 2003; Kentula and De Witt 2003).

There are numerous critical concerns with placement of the pipeline on steep slopes and direct routing
parallel to the slope. Coastal sandstone soils are highly susceptible to mass-wasting when undercut and
generally disturbed. A relatively extensive access road network will be created to access the pipeline
installation and facilitate pipeline maintenance, which will further create potential for mass-wasting
slope failures and general sediment production over the current condition. Stream health related to
anadromous fish production has largely been assessed to be predominantly “Poor” {Scale: “Very Poor”;
“Poor; Fair’; "Good"; “Excellent”) in the Coos and Coquille River basins, with similar stream health
conditions in the South Umpgua River basin. This "Poor” condition rating is largely related to upland
disturbance increasing sediment loading and loss of riparian forest since 1200, Additionally, the
proposed access road networks will likely have long-term chronic effects to fish and wildlife unless SA-167
seeded, mulched, and closed. Sediment transport to streams is considered a substantial factor currently
suppressing recovery of Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed {as threatened) Oregon Coast Coho salmon.
Extensive research has documented the impacts of sediments to salmonids. Work to reduce sediment
input into coastal and inland streams that will be impacted by the pipeline is foundationally critical for
enhancing spawning and rearlng habitat for fall Chinook salmon, Oregon Coast Coho salmon, Pacific
lamprey {Entosph winter steelhead (0. mykiss irideus) and coastal cutthroat trout (0.
clorki clarki) as water quality is directly linked to hatch rates and food available for these species.
Sediment loading above natural background levels contributes to embedding of substrates, which often
results in reduced hatch rates for eggs in redds, inability of fry to emerge from redds, inhibited
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production of macroinvertebrates (invertebrates largely live in the interstitial spaces of gravels), and
impacts on the ability of fish to obtain food due to the nature of salmonids to feed predominantly by
using their sight {Burns 1970; Hall and Lanz 196%; Weiser and Wright 1988; Suttle et al. 2004; Tripp and
Poulin 1992; Waters 1995).

The Applicant should be aware that Oregon Department of Forestry fish presence/absence surveys
represent "present conditions”, and although highly useful, these surveys do not completely represent
historical fish usage as some watersheds have culvert barriers, man-made dams, etc. that are as of yet
undocumented. The State of Oregon Fish Passage Rules {OAR 635-412-0005 through 0040) are based on
maintaining fish passage throughout historical and currently accessible habitat.

Upland Discussion: The DEIS outlines permanent clearing or disturbance to a minimum of 2,886 acres of
fcrested habitats 18.0 acres of wetlands and vernal pools (TABLE 4.1.2.2-2 pgld). Old growth Douglas fir
P iesif) habitats will be clearcut in a linear pattern resulting in habitat that is disturbed
and or Fmgmented and that will remain fragmented in perpetuity. These uplands likely provide nesting
habitat for ESA (listed as threatened) marbled murrelet (Brachyremphus marmorotus), feeding and
nesting habitat for the ESA {listed as threatened) northern spotted owl {Strix eccidentalis courina).
Columbian black-tailed deer {Odocoileus columbianus) will also be affected at the North Spit JCER/PCGP
location. However, they may not be negatively impacted inland along the pipeline route due to the
flexibility of the species to disturbance and canopy removal. Mammals sensitive to disturbance such as
Roosevelt elk (Cervus canadensis roosevelti), murrelets, and black bear (Ursus americanus) will likely be
negatively impacted due to the increased long-term access of the service read network for the pipeline.
The potential for introduction and proliferation of non-native weedy plant species is a substantial
concern relating to construction of the pipeline due to the exposed soils and extensive distance of the
project with multiple access roads. Lands adjacent to the 232 mile proposed route have historically been
impacted substantially from large-scale alteration of the climax vegetation and invasion of non-native
plants. Pipeline construction and maintenance (although perhaps neutral far a few species) will overall
have impacts idered del to the upland logical f

ODFW encourages efforts to understand, protect, and restore/mitigate for impacts to the Bay, upslope
habitats, riparian corridors, and streams with the goal of minimizing reductions to the capacity of upland
an aquatic habitats to produce fish and wildlife. In that context ODFW has the following desired
outcomes for the FERC DEIS and its permitting process:

= FERC to direct the Applicant to continue documentation and categorization of aguatic and
upland habitats {consistent with OAR §35-415-0000 through 0025) that will be disturbed
through the PCGP project in collaboration with ODFW staff including:

1. MNumerical habitat quantity and quality [acreage ts, streams crossed,
upland) by habitat Category. Note: DEA has consulted with ODFW in 2012 through 2014 to
develop and categorize the habitat quantities and acreages for the habitats that are
anticipated to be impacted by the PCGP facility.

2. Identification of the avian, mammalian, and amphibian wildlife that will be affected by the
project.

3. |dentification of the aguatic vertebrate species that will primarily be impacted by the
project.

# FERC to direct the Applicant to continue development and refinement of the current Wildlife
Habitat Mitigation plan and Aguatic Mitigation plans {currently in draft) in collaboration with
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SA1-168

SA1-169

SA1-170

S41-189

SA1-1T0

See the applicant's Habitat Mitigation Plan and the FERC
requirement that they formulate this plan in consultation with
appropriate resource agencies such as the ODFW.

Impacts to ESA-listed species associated with vegetation clearing
are addresses in detail in section 4.7.1. Impacts to State-listed
species are addressed in section 4.7.2; other special status species
in 4.7.3 and to BLM and Forest Service special status species in
section 4.7.4.

The applicants are required to develop habitat mitigation plan in
consultation with ODFW. The avian, mammalian, and amphibian
species effects by the project are discussed in sections 4.6 and 4.7
(listed species). FERC requires a third party construction
monitoring contractor rather than a local advisory group (see
section 2.5.1).
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SA1-171  The applicant would be required to comply with all laws, including
Oregon's fish passage law. Any approval by the Commission
would be conditioned on obtaining required permits. The state
would ensure compliance through their permitting process.

W-2294 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

SAl Continued, page 104 of 241

W-2295 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150213-5038 PERC FDF (Unefficial)

12/2015 8:32:058 PM

drilling fluids leaking into fish-

can be water or

unaware of what the other

be reflected in the DEIS.

state water quality violations.

the North Fork of the Coquille
frac-out related turbidity

at the proposed Rogue River

the Rogue River Basin, This
the DEIS.

It is known that ESA-listed fish
species will be present at the
and East Fork Cogquille river
crossings include OC Coho
salmon. State Sensitive-

salmon (coastal coho salmon

steelhead {Oregon Coast
ESU/coastal winter steelhead

stated as being "clean and not

impacting streambeds”, however,
“frac-outs” occurred and incurred
environmental damage caused by

bearing streams. Drilling fluids
il-based and can
include other additives. Although
the bentaonite base is claimed to
be a benign ingredient, ODFW is

additives are and how harmful

they can be to fish and aquatic
wildlife. This uncertainty should

Between August and October of
2003 MasTec North America, Inc.
was cited by DEQ for a series of
The violations were a result of
frac-outs during the horizontal
drilling work for the construction
of a natural gas pipeline under
River in Coos County. If similar
discharge impacts were to occur
crossing, they would likely impact
the significant spawning habitat

for spring-run Chinook salmon in

potential should be disclosed in

specie(s) and or State Sensitive

South Coos, North Fork Coquille,

Vulnerable species include Coho

SMU/Oregon Coast ESU). Winter

state authorizations for fish and aquatic
wildlife salvage, recommended protocals,
and standard BMPs is available from ODPW
upon request, and should be disclosed in the
DEIS.

Require additional measures specific to
Subsurface Boring and Drilling Stream
Crossing hodol Pipeline c ings
using HDD or other subsurface
methodologies can be expected to cause
frac-outs in Coos County geology and possibly
throughout the project. The Applicant should
be prepared for construction stoppages,
cleanup, and remediation of damages caused
by frac-outs. Forthat reason, crossings
construction timing should occur during
ODFW's recommended in-water timing
guidance or as otherwise approved by ODFW
in writing.

HDD and other subsurface boring or drilling
crossing design locations should pro-actively
address the risks associated with the
potential for a “Frac out” or inadvertent loss
of drilling fluid to the extent practicable:
Accordingly, ODPW recommends FERC
condition the project certificate such that the
Applicant is required to complete
consultation with QDPW including submittal
of any risk assessment and geotechnical
documentation for any stream crossing which
are proposed as subsurface boring or drilling
stream crossing actions. Submittals should
also include descriptions of alternate or
contingency crossing methods should the
primary method result in an inadvertent loss
of drilling fluid, otherwise known as a "frac-
out” or otherwise fail as a successful crossing
action.

ODFW further recommends FERC condition
the project certificate such that the Applicant
is required to:

+ Conduct adequate geotechnical analysis to
ensure frac-outs will not oceur (e.g.
identify vulnerable geclogic issues, adjust
the depth of drilling, etc.).
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SMU) are considered Sensitive-
Vulnerable in the Coquille River
basin, however, not in the Coos
River basin. Pacific lamprey
{Entosphenus tridentata) are

in the Coos River, Coquille River,
and Umpqua River basins making
turbidity concerns heightened
throughout in these watersheds,
in addition to the concern within
the Rouge River watershed.

Mon-fish Bearing Stream
Crossings and Other Storm
Water Drainage Conveyance
Structures: Although non-fish
bearing stream crossings and
stormwater conveyance
infrastructure are not subject to
the same design criteria
identified above for fish bearing
stream, ODFW remains concern
with regard to sizing and
instillation of these types of
infrastructure. Culverts or other
cressing infrastructure should be
sized in excess of hydraulic
capacity need to help facilitate
wildlife connectivity between
habitats and minimize potential
downstream water quality
impacts such as turbidity
sedimentation transport resulting
from scour at undersize
infrastructure,

* Provide a list of the additives used in
drilling fluids and their potential effects on
the aguatic environment,

» Implement specific drilling BMPs to ensure
constant monitoring of drilling fluid return
velume so that drilling can cease
immediately if drilling fluid is not returning
at the expected/standard volume for a
successful HDD attempt.

+ |dentify measures that will be taken to

minimize impacts of a frac-out if a frac-out

occurs and mitigation that will be
implemented if a frac-out occurs as
cleanup is not feasible and attempts will
create additional damage. Mitigation
could include: Placement of Large Woody

Debris; placement of clean washed

spawning gravel; road drainage

improvements {cress drains, improved
surfacing); road decommissioning.

Establish performance bonds and/or

require performance bonds of drilling

subcontractor to ensure adequate funding
is immediately available to
address/mitigate a frac-out or other
drilling failure which results in damage to
fish, wildlife, or the habitats they depend
on.

HDD Actions in the Lost River Drainage. The
Klamath Fish District of ODFW requests that
drilling any HDD activities are implemented
between July 1, and October 31, or as soon as
water conditions are
by fish due to poor water quality.

Shortnose suckers {Chasmistes brevirostris),
Lost River sucker {Delftistes juxatus) and
redband trout {Oncorhynchus mykiss) inhabit
this stretch of river from November to July;
poor water quality triggers migration to
upstream refuge habitats, Fish are highly
sensitive to sound waves that could be
caused by drilling disturbances and sound
waves could act as a migration barrier. The
DEIS should disclose this danger and adopt
ODFW's recommended mitigation.
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Mon-fish Bearing Stream Crossings and
Other Storm Water Drainage Conveyance
Structures: ODFW recommends that all
streams be considered fish bearing unless
documented to be absent of fish. If a stream
crossing of storm water conveyance structure
is determined to be on a non-fish bearing
stream, ODFW still recommends the work be
completed:

+ In accordance with ODFW's standard In-
Water Work timing guidance document or
when the stream or storm water
conveyance structure is dry, (see
reference above).

* The Applicant consider oversizingthe
infrastructure and installing it in such a
manner to maximize its performance as a
suitable wildlife crossing structure and to
minimi ial for do water
quality impacts such as turbidity
sedimentation transport resulting from
scour at undersize infrastructure.

2 DEIS Chapt. 2
pg. 113, 114
DEIS, ES-pg.
13; Chapt. 4
pe. 396
TABLE
4.4.2.2-10;
387; 401
Resource
Report 2,
Drilling Fluid
Contingency
Plan Far
Harizontal
Directional
Drilling
Operations,
Chapt. 3.2.2,
Agquatic
Inadvertent
Returns.
Chapt. 4.4

Chapt. 4.1
pg. 103, 104,
115, athers;

pgs. 383-388.

Site Specific River/Stream
Crossing Concerns:
Lest River Crossing- See above

specific timing recommendation

Klamath River Crossing - ODFW
does not support open trench
methods at this location. In the
event of a catastrophic spill or
release, a contingency plan
should include an evaluation of
needs for dilution flows and
dewatering. Flows from
upstream can be manipulated by
the Bureau of Reclamation and
downstream irrigation canals can
be manipulated by irrigation
districts for dewatering.

Rogue River Stream Crossing-
Pacific Connector states that if
HDD of the Rogue River is
unsuccessful Direct Pipe (DP)
methods would be a potential
option. Previously wet, open-cut
crossing were also proposed.

Identify site specific river/stream crossing
Impacts and resolve concerns by requiring
mitigation: ODFW encourages both the
Applicant and FERC to acknowledge the
potential for severe impacts to fish, aquatic
wildlife, and the habitats they depend on by
ensuring the above recommendations
become conditions of any Federal
Authorizations or permits for the PCGP
project.

ion

ODFW rec ds site specific
and consultation between the Applicant and
ODFW staff to fully identify unique site
specific resource concerns at these crossing
locations. ODFW anticipates that significant
resource impact avoidance and minimization
can be realized through collaboration with
local ODFW staff throughout the crossing
design, construction, and
restoration/mitigation recovery phases at
these river crossing locations.

Fate Creek: ODFW recommends the
Applicant engage ODFW staff for assistance
identifying appropriate mitigation needs at

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-172

SA11T1
Cort'd
Sa1-172

FERC requires the applicant to follow its Wetland and Waterbody
Construction and Mitigation Procedures. These procedures have
been developed to provide baseline mitigation measures for
minimizing the extent and duration of disturbance on wetlands and
waterbodies. The State (and regulatory agencies) may require site-
specific crossing plans and additional mitigation as part of its
permitting process.
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Resource
Report 3, pg.
395,
Paragraph 2.

ODFW does not consider a wet,
open-cut to be an acceptable
contingency method,

South Umpgua Direct Pipe
Technique Site #1 at MP 71.3),

and South Umpgua Open Cut Site
#2 at MP

94.73; see Tables 2 and 3 - This
proposed crossing occurs atan
ecologically important site. A
gravel bar is located
approximately 300 m
downstream.

The gravel bar at this site
provides river complexity, high
flow refugia and summer slow
water habitats which are
considered to provide both
essential and limited habitat
function for a variety ESA-listed
fish, state-sensitive listed fish and
aquatic wildlife,

Fate Creek: The DEIS does not
provide a site specific plan for
Fate Creek. The resource plans
do not address or mitigate for all
impacts associated with stream
crossings under ODFW's Fish and
Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy.

this site to include in the DEIS, and to identify
such mitigation in the DEIS as a required
measure,

3 | Chapt. 4,14
pgs. 150;

1026; 1030;
1033; 1034;
4.6, 4.7; 5.0
pg. &; Table
4.4.2.2-11.1
pg. 399;

Appendix F
Chapt. 4.14
pgs. 150;

1026; 1030;
1033; 1034;
4.6 4.7; 5.0
pg. &; Table

Overarching Habltat Mitigation
Expectations (Aquatic, Wetlands,
Riparian, and Uplands): The DEIS
Habitat Mitigation Plan{s) and
associated descriptions
throughout the DEIS are largely
incomplete and non-specific. As
one example, the DEIS does not
include detailed information
adequate for ODFW to
understand all the proposed
habitat impacts, or the value of
proposed mitigation, nor to
evaluate the adequacy of

d miti against the

Overarching Habitat Mitigation Expectations
{Aquatic, Riparian, Wetlands, and Uplands):
ODFW recommends FERC condition the
project certificate such that the Applicant is
required to complete consultation with
ODFW and ensure the project is designed and
constructed in @ manner which avoids,
minimizes and fully mitigates any residual
impacts to fish and wildlife habitats
consistent with the expectations identified in
ODFW's Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation
Policy [OAR-635-415-0000 thraugh 0025).

Please see Oregon Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Palicy General C above,

prop
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SA1-173

SA1-172
Cont'd

See the applicant's Habitat Mitigation Plan and the FERC
requirement that they formulate this plan in consultation with
appropriate resource agencies such as the ODFW. If the
Commission's decides to approve the project, the Public Order
would be conditioned on the applicant meeting state permitting
requirements. The DEIS is not inconsistent in regards to the
duration of impacts. The duration of impacts is not consistent
across all resources. For example, vegetation clearing may be a
short-term impact (2 to 3 years) in grasslands but a decades-long
impact in a forested environment.
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SA1-174 Herbicide use would need to meet federal land management plan
requirements on federal lands (see section 2.4.2.1) and state law on
private lands. See FERC's Plan and Procedures for placement of
woody debris and the use of clean gravel. The State may require
additional measures as part of its permitting process.
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41, outfitted with fish screens. Not ODFW recommends against general use of
Paragraph 1. | all fish screens are located in the | herbicides and pesticides in wetlands. ODPW
Chapt. 4.4 immediate vicinity of the POD. ds any use be judici and meet
pgs. 383-388, federal, state, and local, regulatory

Herbicide Use Near
Streams/Wetlands: The
Applicant states that pesticides
or herbicides will not be used in
ar within 100 feet of wetlands
unless allowed by the land
management or permitting
agency.

Small Stream Temperature
Issues: The DEIS states "In
streams that have very small
flows, lack of shade may raise
stream water and

requirements.

Small Stream Temperature Issues: ODFW
recommends FERC condition the certificate
to direct the Applicant to treat all
intermittent waterbodies within the Coast,
Umpqua, and Rogue basins the same as
perennial streams and provide these streams
the same level of protection, as stated in the
DEIS, comparable streams on Federally
managed lands.

Large Woody Debris (LWD) as Mitigation
{See A dix A below): ODFW recommends

reduce LWD supply.” It is also
stated, “streams with low or
intermittent flow generally
support smaller fish populations
and less diverse species
compasition.”

However, Rogue summer
steelheads primarily rely upon
streams with low or intermittent
flow for spawning and brief
periods of rearing. N )

a stream habitat mitigation plan be
developed for every fifth field watershed
crossed in order to effectively mitigate for
the life-long impacts of the project. In
addition the Applicant should fully mitigate
for the multiple impacts at stream crossing
sites including. but not limited to:
* Access roads and associated sediment
production to streams,
» Loss of riparian canopy that increases
solar input.

intermittent streams within the
Coastal Range are also important
for Coho production.

Large Woody Debris (LWD) as

2 ODFW, d
revisiting analysis and discussion
of LWD as mitigation as in many
cases placement of a small
number of pieces of LWD do not
address impacts (sediment,
disturbance of channel
maoarphalogy, long-term canopy
removal etc.), LWD treatments
as mitigation are not considered
“In Kind" for impacts to riparian
canopy.

= Eliminaticn of much of the filtering
capacity of the RMA due to removal most
other lost habitat values/benefits of
riparian habitat as well.

+ Destabilization of stream channels and
stream banks.

ODFW recommends that in addition to
placement of LWD at stream crossing sites
the following restoration and mitigation
actions may greatly complement the
functional habitat benefits provide by LWD
placement :

» Placement of forest vegetation (limbs,
small woody debris, etc.) scattered on
bare soils following disturbance within
50ft. of each pipeline approach to
streams. This material will be readily
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SA1-175  "Multiple levels of BMPs will be used to control run off sediment
ODFW believes this approach, available due to land clearing efforts (see ESCP) in order to minimize erosion regardless of quantity.
without further augmentation, * Purchase of riparian easements on private - H H H
would liely fal shortof timber or agriculturallands in the HUC & Els will regulate construction and post construction actions and
compensating for loss of habitat hed. Appendix A below contains 2 procedure suitable for the conditions encountered to comply with
functions and values fram number of potential mitigation options. . . -
anticipated project impacts. LWD | « Placement of \\rfaslu.ad spa\vr,ing.gravelat Statelfederal permItS. Wlth many procedures In place tO Contr0|
Rihina continuous projedt ConstalZone and conidered o » st by sediment runoff, the goal is to minimize effects so that they are
typicallydo not provide site basis for all other stream locations. minor or construction is halted until effects are reduced back to
immediate or long term benefits Spawning gravel is often a limited quantity .
for adult or juvenile salmonids. habitat feature in the Coastal Zone and minor.
placement will augment productive
Forested riparian areas capacity of reach impacted for salmonids. . . .
contribute more than LWD (e.g * Gravels should consist of washed drain - The ECRP (AppendIX | of the POD) identifies temporary
shade, nutrients, predatory rock from an upland source (such as the SA117 . . . - .
cover, wildlife habitat, etc.) to Elk River Pit in Langlois, OR Cont'd permanent erosion Control measures and S|te SpeCIfIC mltlga“on
streams * Gravels should consist of 1.5 inch measures. As a follow-up measure to help ensure crossing actions
diameter washed drain rock for Coho and
steelhead spawning streams; 0.75 inch would not adversely affect stream bank and channel structure,
ot wout e s ErE ont Pacific Connector would monitor all stream crossings, regardless
* Gravels should be applied at the rate of of risk, quarterly for 2 years after construction. Any adverse issues
ittt ot A i ap e e found during the monitoring with channel stability or habitat would
the width of the ACW and up the banks
oot v of be remediated. Additional monitoring would occur periodically
stream channel is disturbed and the ACW over a 10-year period with implementation of remediation as
is B feet wide, then the quantity needed needed
would be 40.0 feet x (8.0 feet ACW+ (2:2 .
banks}) x 0.67 ft. (8.0 inches) ora total of
321 cubic feet or roughly 12.0 cubic yard ; . ) .
(e, The applicant has updated the Stream Crossing Risk Analysis
5 Chapt. 4.4, Water quality Impacts from Water quality Impacts from Sedimentation, (PCGP February 13; 2015) and ConSUIted Wlth USFWS (‘]anlne
pe. 379, . | sodimentation, Storm water | Storm water Runoff, and Roads: Castro February 11, 2015) concerning the evaluation of pipeline
6 ' Disclose and require mitigation to address stream crossings. They have developed crossing designs for those
rorssoh | Clowtgond Ok g | b fotgesoctoms of ROW: Ciren the streams considered at risk based on the USFWS Pipeline Screening
Chapt, 4.0 sections of ROW: This section known instability and potential precipitation SALATS Risk Matrix’ for sites they had access to. This ana|ysis was done
pes. Misc, lists actions designed to reduce levels in the Coast Range Mountains ODFW . . .
throughout; | run off and catch sediment, The | rece } for stream crossings for the whole route independent of fish
Appendix C DEIS fails to include a discussion H
Chapt. 4, pg. | identifying how much area will be *  FERC requires the Applicant develop present' They aISO haVe deVeIOped a hOSt Of acnon_s (See n_E\_N
47381, cleared and grubbed at one time. a detailed written plan that identifies report) that WOUId be taken at sites dependlng on site SpeCIfIC
Chapt. 4, pg. | Lessons learned from the ODOT's the maximum amount of land cleared .. - . .
a1, Pioneer to Eddyville project (in and grubbed at ane time. The plan conditions that would be determined prior to construction. They
have included input for sites of concern on BLM and Forest Service
Oregon State Agency Consolidated Comments 108 Iz;mds in t&e ?ssessmizlnt e(xjnd deflghns. They Wlt|| conductthsurve%/ts c_Jf
streams that currently do not have access to once they obtain
permission to finalize the risk status and proceed appropriately as
done at accessible sites. They have developed a monitoring plan
for the crossing sites as well to determine where issues may arise
post construction and indicated they would take remedial actions if
needed based on permit requirements. Other specific requirements
W-2302 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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for the crossings will made through the state and federal permitting
process. Updated information has been included in the EIS text.

The effects to stream temperature, LWD, sedimentation have been
acknowledged and the mitigation in all forms (avoidance,
minimization, BMPs, and compensation) that would be
implemented were presented in the DEIS and associated documents
(see Section 4.6.2.3, Section 4.1.3, Appendix S — Wildlife Habitat
Mitigation Plan, and Applicants Draft Compensatory Mitigation
Plan). Consultation with listed species managing agencies (NMFS
and USFWS) will ultimately result in determinations of whether
some forms of additional mitigation is needed to protect listed
species and their critical habitat.

As stated in Section 4.4 of the EIS, Pacific Connector’s SPCCP
addresses the preventive and mitigate measures that would be
implemented to avoid or minimize the potential effects of
hazardous material spills during construction. "

W-2303
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Paragraph 1. | the Coast Range Mountains) should also identify (1) areas of high,
Resource include the need to limit the medium, and low levels of risk for
Report 3, amaunt of ground cleared of sediment escape and impacts to
pes. 76-80, vegetation at any one time, The water bodies. Based on slope and
Tables 3.2-29 | pipeline will cross 47 miles of the proximity to water bodies, and (2}
a,b. Resource | Coast Range, so special care include a re-vegetation section that
Report 2, should be taken to limit erosion ensures re-establishment of
Appendix 24, | and sediment loss in this section vegetation in high and medium risk
pgs. 10-24, as well as any other areas of areas prior to the fall rains.

significant rainfall with steep
slopes.

The timing of the pipeline
construction should allow for
ground clearing to occur after the
spring rainy season and any areas
opened up should be seeded and
wvegetation established before the
fall rains. Distance and slope can
be taken into account regarding
the amount of land cleared and
grubbed, i.e. the greater the
distance from a creek and the
flatter slope, the less concern for
down slope sediment escape and
erosion that can ultimately
impact water bodies.

The DEIS recognizes the
geological instability of the Coast
Range in the following sections:
Chapter 4, Page 4-503, under
Landforms and Erosional
Processes, paragraph 1:
“Unstable landscapes (i.e,
eorthflows) may constrict or
deflect stream channels....” And
same page under Climate,
paragraph 1: “the Coost Range
receive some of the highest
precipitetion totals in the
continental U.S., with some areos
receiving up to 200 inches per
year.”

Pipeline Steep Slope Concerns
and Roads: A number of miles of
the pipeline will be constructed

Disclose and require mitigation as described
below to address pipeline steep slope
concerns and roads: Stabilization/erosion
control of upland slopes following pipeline
construction will be nearly as important as
stabilization/erosion contrel in riparian areas
adjacent to streams. Some extremely steep
slopes will be encountered in the Coos
County portion of the pipeline. ODFW
recommends the following for locations
where the pipeline will traverse or the route
will be placed on slopes which qualify as High
Landslide Hazard Locations (HLHL as defined
in Oregon Dept. of Forestry Technical note
2.0vers 2.0; (ODF Jan 1, 2003); in Tyee
Sandstone over 65% slope on headwall
lecations and 75% ridges):

ODFW recommends the pipeline construction
route incorporate cross slope trenching as
opposed to routing parallel to the slope
whenever possible to reduce the risk of soils
moving laterally in the trench downslope
{mass wasting slides). The DEIS should
disclose the environmental benefits of this
method and require it as a recommended
measure in Saction 5.2.

Placement of erosion control matting has
been outlined as an upland soil disturbance
control measure, This, in combination with
cross slope placed large wood, stumps, and
other wood material, is considered a
modestly reasonable attempt for erosion
control. ODFW recognizes that pipeline
corridor management strategies are not likely
to allow for placement of large wood in
pipeline corridors,

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1

Continued, page 112 of 241
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on slopes that exceed 50%. Tyee
sandstone geology in the Coos
and Coguille River basins and the
geology of the Rogue Basinto a
lesser degree are highly prone to
landslides if the supporting
matrix is disturbed. Additionally
numerous access reads will be
built to harvest timber and access
construction of the PCGP,
Essentially the pipeline route isa
232 mile road through the
landscape. Mass wasting debris
torrents and general erosion are
considerad substantial threat to
E5A listed and non-ESA listed

[ ids as wellas

ODFW recommends rock or other structures
be placed across the pipeline trench at a 907
angle and be embedded in the undisturbed
walls of the trench a minimum of 4ft. to
prevent free movement of soil in the
disturbed pipeline trench. These structures
should be placed at 100ft. intervals.

Steep slope pipeline locations should receive
additional efforts with seeding and mulching.
Additionally these segments of the pipeline
route should have cross slope structures and
drainage networks to reduce failure risk.

ODFW recommends the road network be

Extensive research has
documented the impacts of
sediments to salmonids, Work to
reduce sediment input into
coastal and inland streams that
will be impacted by the pipeline
is foundationally critical for
enhancing spawning and rearing
habitat for fall Chinock salmon,
Oregon Coast Coho salmon,
Pacific lamprey {Entosphenus
tridentata), winter steelhead (0.
mykiss irrideus) and coastal
cutthroat trout (O, clarki clarki)
as water quality is directly linked
to hatch rates and food available
for these species. Sediment
loading above natural
background levels contributes to
embedding of substrates which
often results in reduced hatch
rates for eggs in redds, inability
of fry to emerge from redds,
inhibited production of
macroinvertebrates
(invertebrates largely live in the
interstitial spaces of gravels), and
impacts on the ability of fish to
obtain food due to the nature of
| ids to feed predomi Iy

quired to:

» Have surfacing that is sufficient to
accommodate travel loading and prevent
erosion of the road surface through all
months.

* Have cross drains installed at a
density/spacing that is equivalent or
exceeds to recommendations in the ODF
Forest Practices Technical Note Number &
wers.1 {ODF lan 2003).

+ Have mitigation for sedimentation/mass
wasting issues clearly identified in-
praximity regardless of ownership {federal
or nen-federal] as these locations have the
g p ial for bl
improvements in reducing sediment
loading to streams impacted.

Disclose and require Emergency Response
Notification for water quality impacts in the
DEIS as they relate to avoldance,
minimization, and mitigation of impacts to
fish, aquatic wildlife, and habitats: ODFW
recommends that emergency plans include
immediate notification of:
= Turbidity exceedances, frac-outs, and
spills and pipeline leaks for both the
JCEP/SDFP facility and PCGP.
» ODFW recommends that emergency plans
include surveys for fish and wildlife kills

by using their sight {Burns 1570;

ir ¥ ing a frac-out, spill, or

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Hall and Lanz 1969; Weiser and
Wright 1988; Suttle etal, 2004;
Tripp and Poulin 1992; Waters
1995). See Appendix A Figure 1-
3.

Emergency Response:
Emergency plans, including
immediate notification of
turbidity exceedances, frac-outs,
spills, and pipeline leaks for both
the ICEP facility and PCGP, are
considered critically important.
Sensitive fish and wildlife
habitats can be severaely
impacted by these types of
occurrences. However, impacts
can be greatly minimized if
remediation actions are i
quickly upon discovery of an
incident.

P

Natural Gas Pipeline Shut-Off
Valves: ODFW remains
concerned with potential impacts
to fish, wildlife, and their habitats
from unanticipated failures or gas
releases: This DEIS should
disclose whether it is possible to
have a shut-off valve on each side
of large stream crossings, such as
the South Umpqua, Rogue and
Klamath Rivers?

‘Whether if there is a rupture and
a natural gas release, how long
will it take for the spilling to
cease? And How far apart are the
proposed shut-offs?

gas release.

Should an incident like those described above
occur, the project must contact Oregon
Emergency Response System immediately {1-
800-452-0311) in the case of leaks during
pipeline operation or offloading or loading at
the JCEP facility or along the PCGP route.

Natural Gas Pipeline Shut-Off Valves-LNG
Control at Large Rivers: ODFW recommends
that options to have shut-off valves on each
side of large stream crossings such as the
South Umpgua, Rogue, and Klamath Rivers
be evaluated.

B ES-pg. &
Chapt. 4.4
pg. 397; 536;

Hydrostatic Testing: The DEIS
describes use of 62 million
gallons of water to complete
hydrostatic testing. Removal of
17,856,743 gallons from the
South Umpqua fourth field HUC,
including 12,268,491 gallons from
the South Umpqua alone will
possibly be a substantial impact

Disclose impacts assoclated with Hydrostatic
Testing and require appropriate mitigation:
+ ODFW notes changes to the Hydrostatic
Testing Plan that assist with guiding
erasion potential and encourages
continued efforts to alleviate this impact
to reduce erosion impacts due to pipeline
testing discharge.
* However, in addition, the project

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Continued, page 114 of 241

SA1-176

SA11TS

SA1-176

The applicant has supplied a Hydrostatic Testing Plan addressing
many of the issues presented (PGCP. 2013. Hydrostatic Testing
Plan June 2013). Specific state requirements of the hydrostatic
testing and details of monitoring will be conditions included in state
issued permits the applicant will be required to obtain and follow
before these activities can be conducted.
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on fish and wildlife resources,
especially during periods of low
flow and poor water quality.

Transport of invasive speciesisa
substantial concern with
transport of water from a source
basin and release at another
point in an adjacent watershed.
Damage and control costs of
invasive species in the United
States are estimated to be more
than 5138 billion annually and
80% of endangered species are
deleteriously impacted by these
species through predation or
competition (Pimental et. al).
Impacts from invasive fish
species alone cost 56.03 billion
annually {Cusack et. al.}.

The Plan states that testing will

proponents need to continue to
incorporate methods to eliminate the
possibility of spreading invasive species
{such as New Zealand mud snails,
smallmouth bass fry) especially given that
the pipeline will convey water between
non-hydraulically connected basins and in
some instances, be “cascaded” across the
landscape to be used for the next
segment. Minimizing the risk, as discussed
in the plan, is not adequate. Water
diverted will need to be tested along with
water at the nearest discharge waterbody
to see if stream pathologies are similar or
measures taken to ensure water released
is sterilized.

Require NMFS-approved screening on
diversions and fish passage at these
locations must be maintained. The NMFS-
approved screening criteria have also
been adopted by ODFW as adequate to
protect the free swimming life stage of

immediately follow li
construction in late summer and
early fall. Potential adult
anadromous migration during
these times includes fall Chinook,
coho, winter steelhead, coastal
cutthroat trout and Pacific
lamprey. Also, this can be the
period of lowest stream flow, and
water for hydrostatic testing may
be unavailable unless purchased
from existing available water
sources such as reservoirs. Inter-
basin mixing of water could
adversely affect migration of
adult anadromous fish (salmon,
steelhead and lamprey) to their
natal streams through a
phenomenon known as false
attraction. The DEI5 should
disclose this information.

Supplying water from an Oregon
Department of Environmental
Equality 303(d) TMDL Water
Quality limited waterbody to a

f fish species under state
jurisdiction.

In addition, test water should not be
allowed to drain into waters of the State
and chlorinated water should not be used
for the testing unless the release location
will not enter a stream, wetland, or
watenway.

ODFW recommends continued efforts to
develop the Hydrostatic Testing Plan as
wellasa Hyd ic Monitoring p

with the intent of approval of the plan by
ODFW, other state and federal agencies.
The survey will monitor ramping, fish
stranding, and water temperature at
pumping and release sites, salvage fish,
and document fish losses. The project
proponents should conduct the surveys
with competent biological staff,

A summary report of monitoring would be
submitted to the agencies, along with
compensation for losses to fish and
wildlife resources.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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basin of higher water quality may
result in reduced water quality in
the source watershed.

Hydrostatic testing will require
additional staff and noise
disturbance on the pipeline
route. It is uncertain and not
addressed in the DEIS as to if this
will have additional impacts on
nesting Northern Spotted Owls,

7 Chapt. 4.4
pE-373;
TABLE
4.422-3
Chapt. 4, pg.
47381,
Resource
Report 2, pg.
71,
Paragraph 5.
ES-pgs d, 6
Chapt 4.5 pg.
532;4.6;
Table TABLE
4.7.4.1-2;
Chapt. 1.0
pg. 4;
Appendix F
throughout;
Appendix M

Wetland Habitat
Impact/Mitigation Concerns: The
project is anticipated to produce
substantial turbidity to wetlands
adjacent to the pipeline channel
and road networks d

Disclose Amphibian Direct Mortality and
Long-Term Passage and Require Mitigation
as recommended below: ODFW
recommends the Applicant meet with an
ODFW biologist to discuss the need for

with the project.

Additienally, noise from
hydrostatic testing will likely
impact amphibian populations,
potentially disrupting breeding
cycles, Table 1-1 Summary of
Wetland Impacts by Fifth Field
‘Watershed (Appendix | of the
DEIS) describes 238,96 acres of
temporary and 1.48 acres of
permanent impacts within the
pipeline route.

Major wetland functions include
water storage, carbon
sequestration, slow water
release, maintenance of high
water tables, temperature
regulation, nutrient cycling,
sediment retention,
accumulation of organic matter,
filtration, and maintenance of
plant {by provision of substrate
for plant colonization) and animal
communities, Measures need to
be taken to eliminate the risk of
spreading invasive plants and
noxious weeds,

The monitoring needs to contain

amphibian salvage d on the specific

proposals for construction through or near

waterways and wetlands. ODPW

recommends that surveys are completed for

both amphibians and reptiles. Additionally:

« ODFW recommends that final constructed
designs provide for amphibian passage
along the pipeline route (i.e. installing
cross drains under access roads that
connect wetlands). Installation of cubverts
with stream simulation design is
considered to fully provide for amphibian
passage. There will be a number of
lecations where fish are not present that
passage for amphibians may need to be
provided an a case by case basis.
» ODFW recommends the PCGP project staff

consult for all wetland locations 0.1 acre
in size with Department staff at least 1.0
months prior to disturbance to determine
methodologies to reduce impacts to
amphibians and identify if salvage is
necessary.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Continued, page 116 of 241
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This a request to the Applicant, not a comment on the DEIS.
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SAl

Continued, page 117 of 241

SA1-178

specific goal criteria and contain
contingency plans if restoration
attempts are not successful,

Big Butte Creek Fifth Field HUC:
The DEIS notes that an extremely
long wetland crossing 3,466.41
feet (0.66 mile) and 7.46 acres of
wetland impact is proposed in
this watershed

Amphibian Direct Mortality and
Long-Term Passage: The PCGP
project is anticipated to incur
notable mortality to amphibians
resulting from proposed
construction methods in riparian
areas, stream adjacent wetlands,
and perched wetlands.

Amphibians range in mobility
from highly mobile to extremely
limited. Installation of crossings
where there is currently
stream/wetland connectivity can
result in increased predation and

duced capacity of
to access needed habitats. This is
critical where wetland are
ephemeral.

The DEIS does not outline that
reptile surveys will be conducted.

SA11TT
Cont'd

8 Exec. Sum
pgs. 7-9;
Chapter 4.0
pg. 14; Table
4.1.2.2-2;
46122
4.6.1.2-3
Chapt. 4.6
4.7; Chapt.
4.4, pg. 391,
Paragraph 3.
Chapt. 4.4
pe 373;
TABLE
4.4.2.2-3

Amphiblan Salvage
Expectations:

ODFW's Sdentific Take Permits:
Scientific take permits are
relevant to coordinate salvage
and movement of fish and
wildlife species impacted duringa
project.

Amphibian Salvage:

The JCEP staff proposed that in
order to mitigate potential
impacts on amphibians and
reptiles it would conduct pre-

Salvage Exp

Disclose opportunity for and require
Applicant apply for ODFW's Sclentific Take
Permits: ODFW recommends a condition be
included far the Applicant to apply forand
comply with state scientific taking permits.

+ ODFW recommends that the pipeline staff
report quantified known injuries and
mortalities by species during construction
of the project,

+ ODFW recommends that the PCGP staff
report injuries and mortalities of fish and
wildlife by species associated with
operation of the pipeline orin an

SA1-175
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If the Commission's decides to approve the project, the Public
Order would be conditioned on the applicant meeting state
permitting requirements.
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SAl

Continued, page 118 of 241

SA1-179

Chapt. 4, pg.
47381,

construction surveys for the
northern Pacific pond turtle,

emergent condition,

maost cases related to climax or
second growth hardwood and
conifer forest, thus near
maximum shade that the stand
would produce.

The Oregon Dept. of
Environmental Quality has
identified 303d temperature
listed streams including
numerous streams through the
pipeline route. These listings
relate directly to removal of

occurs off-site provided that it occurs within
proximity within the same HUC & watershed
and on private lands.

Thinning as Mitigation: ODFW recommends
this treatment should be used only on a very
limited basis with clearly defined objectives
that address location specific limiting factors.

Resource nerthern red-legged frog, and Salvage: ODFW rec d
Report 2, pg. | clouded salamander. Individuals | FERC condition the project certificate such
71, located within the construction that the Applicant is required to acquire all
Paragraph 5. | area would be captured and needed state and Federal authorizations to
ES- pgs 4,6 | transported to suitable nearby salvage amphibians that would otherwise be
Chapt 4.5 pg. | habitats, agreed to with the likely subject severe stress or mortality as a
532: 4.6; ODFW. result in-water work or wetlands impacts, as $a1-178
Table TABLE appropriate at a site specific level . ODPW Fontd
4.7.4.1-2; rece is salvage of amphibians occur as
Chapt. 1.0 appropriate and as feasible throughout the
PE 4 project locations for the life of the project.
Appendix F Detailed information on necessary state
throughout; authorizations for fish and aquatic wildlife
Appendix M salvage, recommended protocols, and
Chapt. 4, standard BMPs are available from ODFW
Page 4-504, upon request, and should be disclosed in this
last DEIS.
Paragraph
9 Chapter Riparian Habitat Disclose Riparian Habitat Impacts and
Chapt. 4.6; Impact/Mitigation Concerns: Require Appropriate Mitigation: (See
4.7; 4.9 pgs. Riparian vegetation within the Appendix A below): ODFW recommends that
820,923-991 | Riparian Management Area riparian vegetation buffers be required that:
{RMA) zone near streams,
wetlands, and waterways is RMA vegetation meet or exceed State and
critically important for the health | local government requirements be
of Oregon’s native fish implemented on non-federal lands. All
populations, especially in the disturbed areas need to be replanted with
drier parts of the pipeline native vegetation. ODFW recognizes that the
corridor such as the Rogue and proposed crossing locations may be on lands
Klamath watersheds. Fish inthe | where private landowners may not allow the
state are predominantly cold full setback to be replanted. Inthese
water species that evolved in situations, ODFW does not object if
stream conditions that were in mitigation for permanent riparian impacts Sa1-179

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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The applicant must meet state requirements in regards to stream
buffers. Buffers on federal lands would be more extensive, as
required under the NW Forest Plan. The referenced pages do not
discuss the subject being commented on. We assume that the
comment on thinning refers to proposed BLM and Forest Service
mitigation to improve riparian habitat. If so, any riparian thinning
would be designed to meet NW Forest Plan standards and
guidelines and would undergo additional NEPA prior to
implementation. The model results do show a decrease in
temperature of less than one-tenth of one degree in a few cases
compared to measures temperatures. We agree that this is
counterintuitive. The model results can only be used to indicate
that there would be little change in temperature, not to predict the
exact change.
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SA1-180  The items in this table are proposed as mitigation on federal lands
by the BLM and Forest Service. They are well-supported by on the
ground experience by these agencies. As noted in the DEIS, these
proposals would require separate NEPA analysis. Details, such as
the species of tree used for snag creation, would be addressed at
that time.
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Continued, page 120 of 241

SA1-181

« ODFW's recommended legacy
tree concept was not
addressed at all including the
species of trees, minimum dbh
used, and number per acre
were not estimated.

SA1-180

11

Chapt. 4.5
pe. 449-455
TABLE
4.5.1.2-2;
Erosion
Control and
Revegetation
Plan {ECRP)
pe. 42 Table
13.13-1; pg.
33 Table
109-1

Forest and Vegetation Impacts:
Table 4.51.2-2 (Summary of

Disclose Forest and Vegetation Impacts and
Require Appropriate Mitigation: ODFW
ds the following

Censtruction and Op

related Disturbance states that
264 acres of mixed conifer/mixed
deciduous forest, 176 acres of
Douglas fir dominant-mixed
conifer forest, 49 acres of white
oak,113 acres of grass-
shrubands, 375 acres of
grasslands, and 111 acres of
forested, shrubland and
palustrine emergent wetlands.

+ Additional development of BMP's for
pipeline disturbance is recommended.

* Only native herbaceous (grass/forb),
shrub, and tree species be used for
restoration of disturbed sites unless
natives will be unsuitable for site
stabilization or specific species of non-
natives are recommended to wildlife
forage value. The establishment of
vegetation using native grasses, trees and
shrubs {although preferable in most

The DEIS provides ref e to

d ts ({CMP) on proposed
wetland and waterway mitigation
and some planting methods,
however, there needs to be
continued development of the
BMP's for impacts to vegetation
and soils in the pipeline corridor
as erosion along pipeline
corridors during and immediately
following pipeline construction
can hinder land restoration work,
expose shallow laid pipes and risk
negative impacts for on- and off-
site fish and wildlife habitat
resources (Hann et al.).

Use of only native herbaceous,
shrub, and tree species is
prescribed in the DEIS. However;
the establishment of vegetation
using native grasses, trees and
shrubs is often ineffective if there
is a lack of understanding of local
conditions and their influence on
vegetation growth, poor
plant/seed selection,
inappropriate soil

sta ) may prove ineffective ifthere is
a lack of under ding of local conditi
and their influence on vegetation growth,
poor plant/seed selection, inappropriate
soil management practices and
inad vegetation r

plans.

« Generally, ODFW recommends choosing
1. In-kind native species are used to
ensure local ecological integrity,

2. Use of species adapted to the local
climatic and soil conditions, use species
with appropriate engineering properties
for erosion control,

3. Mixture of species with a range of
establishment rates, including rapidly
establishing species to colonize the area
and stabilize the surface and slower
establishing species which will determine
the composition of the mature vegetation
cover.

= Surveying stocking density of forest

8 on the third growing season
across the pipeline route, not only
salected segments.

» Include prescriptions for restoring shrubs
to the corridor, especially in Jackson

SA1-181

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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As stated on page 2-110 of the DEIS, seed mixtures were
determined in consultations with the land-managing agencies and
the NRCS. The mixtures are listed in Pacific Connector's ECRP,
which includes the following: BLM's IM 2001-014 specifies native
seed. The BLM and Forest Service will specify genetically
appropriate seed sources/seed zones for all species to be
planted/seeded on the lands they manages. In forest lands disturbed
by the PCGP Project, Pacific Connector will replant according to
state and federal (BLM and Forest Service) reforestation
requirements. Reforestation planting prescriptions provided by the
BLM and Forest Service were used to develop the reforestation
prescriptions provided in Table 10.13-1 in the POD.
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practices and inadequate County's designated deer winter range.
wvegetation management plans. Plans should include efforts to restore
Typically, chocsing in-kind native Ceanothus spp., which may require
species for revegetation helps scarification.

ensure local ecological integrity.
The use of species adapted to the
local climatic and soil conditions
include those with appropriate
properties for erosion control
and mixtures of species with a
range of establishment rates.
Mixtures should include rapidly

blishing species to
the area and stabilize the surface
and slower establishing species
which may also influence the
composition of the mature
wvegetation cover. The mitigation
will need to address the
permanent loss of vegetation and
mitigate for the loss of function
that will eccur until the
wegetation compares to pre-
project conditions, Vegetation
not directly on waters of the
United States may still lead to
impacts that have the potential
to affect water quality.

Sat-181
Cont'd

Human-induced fragmentation of
the landscape is among the
factors reducing the number of
natural corriders and the
possibilities of re-colonization of
plant and animal species with
poor dispersal capacities. This is
especially true of amphibians in
forested habitats (Todd et. al). A
mitigation plan needs to be
developed that addresses project
related forest, vegetation, and
grassland impacts. In fact, the
mitigation plan (Appendix I}
provides decumentation on
wetlands and waterbodies, but
does not address upland habitat
and forest impacts. The DEIS
should be corrected to address

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 118
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SA1-182 Pacific Connector consulted with ODFW on April 21, 2015 to

such impacts. ensure that big game habitat coverage considered for Jackson
In the context of described limits County in the PCPG Project area considered the Jackson County
et designated Goal 5 habitat layer; review of the GIS habitat link
riparian areas may result in net prOVided by SteVe Niemela on Aprll 21, 2015 Confil’med use Of the
loss of habitat function. Th - e
Applicant proposes to keep a ten correct GIS layer (same GIS layer/coverage provided to Pacific
faot wide area over the pipeline Connector in 2007). This layer, in addition to other big game winter
in an herbaceous state and a 30 . . . B .
foot wide area with no trees or range coverages compiled for this project (County planning big
N game winter range coverage in Jackson and Klamath counties
o et pr_ovided by ODFW in 2007, BLM and Forest Service big game

winter range for Douglas [Umpgua N.F.], Jackson, and Klamath
bl Rdedere o4 counties, and recently delineated elk winter range in eastern
Monitoring of reforestation wil Oregon for a small portion of the Project in Klamath County) was
ake lace e first an ir - - - g - -y . -
following planting, on Lakeview considered as Category 2 in Pacific Connector’s habitat mitigation
e e e, bt plan in recommended habitats. Habitat not considered Category 2
Rosebure, and Medford BUM that fell within these coverages included developed areas such as
D?sst:iclt‘lsrin:non Periv:tre Lands. - - - g . - p

roads, industrial sites, rock quarries, residences, and other
Mo shrubs are included in the businesses
planting mix, except [ur. Klamath '
ot ot bt e Pacific Connector also considered approximately 23 acres of
southern Oregon. They are cultivated agriculture land that would be affected by the PCGP
especially important as winter . . . . .
forage on deer winter range in Project and overlapped with big game winter habitat GIS coverages
Jackson County. Ceanothus : H : H
Areabis Is asecially Important listed above as Habitat Category 2. A white paper (dated April 14,
but may requie seed 2015) provided to Pacific Connector by ODFW on April 21, 2015
scarification. . . . . .

12 [ Chapt. 4, p_| Delincated and Mapped Big Disciose Delineated and Mapped Big Game indicated that agriculture land should not be considered Habitat
528 Game Winter Habitats: ODFW | Winter Habitats: ODFW recommends the Category 2 and should be excluded from mitigation calculations.
Table 4.6.1.2, | has digitized biclogical winter Applicant use these tools to map and i . . .. N N .
PE 530 habitats for mule deer, Rocky describe big game winter range along the PalelC Connector W|” |nC|Ude thIS revision tO habltat Categorles In

Mountain elk, and bighorn sheep. | Klamath, Lake, and Jackson County portions - - - - s -
Biclogical winter habitats of the project alignment in the EIS. These SA1-182 the flnal Wlldllfe Habltat Mltlgatlon Plan after ODFW comments
represent a more accurate delineated and mapped habitats are on the draft plan_
representation of functional categorized as Category 2 Habitats due to the
winter habitats than Goal 5 essential and limited functions they provide
county planning process adopted | wintering big game under OAR 635-415-0000
winter ranges. ODFW has through 0025. These GIS maps were
Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 119
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Winter Habitat GIS shape files

Habitat White Paper to the
Applicant.

migratory black tailed deer on

Mountains in Jackson county.

already provided these Big Game

and the 2013 Big Game Winter

In addition, ODFW has delineated
and mapped winter habitats for

the west slopes of the Cascade

fi d in ODFW ts on the
project NOI, have been provided directly to
the Applicant, and can be accessed via ODFW
website. The Jackson County black tailed
deer winter habitat maps are available upon
request from QDFW.

The DEIS catalogs impacts to winter habitats
on private property in Jackson County.
ODFW requests confirmation in the DEIS that
Jackson County's designated Goal 5 habitat
was used to generate these figures. ODFW
has attached designated Goal 5 Deer and Elk
Winter Range habitat in Jackson County to
these comments, and recommends habitat
within this layer be designated as Category 2
habitat.

ODFW recommends avoiding both direct and
indirect impacts to wintering deer and elk in
these habitats to the extent practicable. If
impacts cannot be fully avoided, ODFW
recommends minimizing impacts and
mitigation of residual impacts consistent with
the goals and standards for Category 2
Habitats. Examples of possible mitigation
may include purchasing degraded properties
within designated winter range and
performing habitat improvement projects to
mitigate for damage to winter range through
likely noxious weed establishment and
increased OHV activity. See Appendix A Table
3 for a list of possible improvement projects,
and Figure 4 and Table 4 for a list of possible
mitigation properties.

13

Chapt. 4. pg.

limited in quantity. Oak
by ODFW under the agency
635-415-0000-00025) as

Category 2. Many of these

meet life history needs fora

Description of Oak Woodlands:

448 Oak weodlands are a unique and
highly productive habitat that is

Woodlands have been classified

Habitat Mitigation Policy (OAR

woodlands have critical function
as winter range for big-game and

Meodify DEIS Description of Oak Woodlands:
R d adding I that indi
» Oak woodlands require a long-time [100+
wears) to reach full productivity and
function as habitat, and
» Oak woodlands are a limited habitat
within the west coast.

variety of

y birds (e.g.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-183

SAl

Continued, page 123 of 241

SA1-183

General information has been added to this section. However, note
that this is the "Vegetation" section; therefore, extensive
information about wildlife habitats and ODFW Habitat Mitigation
Policy and classifications have not been added to this section. This
information is found in the Wildlife section (i.e., Section 4.6).
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SA1-184
Acorn woodpeckers), forest
herps and small mammals.
There are 343.39 acres of mature
westside oak and dry Douglas fir
forest impacted by the pipeline.
The DEIS is not clear if this SA1-185
i black oaks.
14 | Chapt. 46 Data Gaps in Table 4.6.1.3-1 Disclose and Address Data Gaps in Table
PE. 544 There appears to be large gapsin | 4.6.1.3-1
this table. ODFW recommends including forested and
shrub lands in the row header. The Table SalE
should identify information for both Federal
and non-federal lands alike.
15 | Chapt. 4, pg. | Duration of Habitat Quantify d of Habitat Miti; and
510. Mitigation/| Benefi require restoration benefits commensurate
Commensurate to Habitat to habitat impacts: ODFW recommends SA1'186
Impacts: The DEIS states that impacts to habitats be quantified into
non-forested habitats within the | reasonable likely time frames measured in
temporary construction right-of- | years.
way would be restored relatively
quickly. “Relotively quickly” is ODFW rec ds mitigation be proposed
vague term. Shrub steppe to compensate for the temporal loss of SAL185
habitats can take considerable impacted and then restored habitats.
time to restore to pre-project
functional condition especially FERC should require that the functional
sage brush species which can benefits of mitigation meet or exceed the
take decades to regrow to their likely duration of impacts regardless of if they
previous structural condition. are estimated to be shorter term, longer
term, or life of the project in duration to
appropriately reduce the significant
i | impacts of proposed action.
16 | Chapt. 46 Snag Creation: ODFW recognizes | Require Snag Creation: ODFW recommends
pg 526 that the current DEIS has greatly | that FERC require the Applicant to create
imp d to alleviat snags outside of the pipeline corridor to
impacts to loss of snags through benefit species that are less adapted to
creating snags on the edge of the | habitat fragmentation. These efforts should
pipeline Right of Way [ROW). be accomplished in coordination with ODFW
However, these snags will largely | and USFWS.
benefit species adapted to edge s
habitats. Details not offered on | ODFW also recommends that the DEIS '
LWD availability or densities. No | outline the LWD densities available for
discussion of legacy trees wildlife and identify the importance of legacy
trees,
ODPFW notes that the Applicant
has identified there will be
impacts to spotted owl| habitat in
yEar one.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Cells do not have data because non-forested habitat types did not
have seral stage identified, thus acres are identified only in the
"total acres" column. Non-federal lands are addressed in tables
4.6.1.2-1 and 4.6.1.2-2.

Added text to clarify that shrub-steppe would not recover quickly.
The text under "General Impacts on Terrestrial Wildlife and
Measures to Reduce or Mitigate Impacts” discusses duration of
impact as short-term or long-term. Mitigation is discussed in
Appendix F of the EIS, and Pacific Connector's Compensatory
Mitigation Plan filed with the FERC in April 2014.

FERC has no authority to authorize or direct the applicant to create
snags outside the approved right-of-way. Landowners may choose
to create snags on their lands. The Forest Service and BLM have
identified areas where they would create snags on land they
manage, see table. 2.1.4-1.
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17 | Chapt.2.0 Bird Nest Boxes and Habitat Mitigate for habitat fragmentation: ODFW
pgs. 55-119; F Note: ODFW rece is replacement of lost function
Appendix M; | recognizes that Applicant has to a | through snag creation rather than bird boxes
N numerous | jorge degree attempted to to replace project impacts to existing snags or
notation; oddress this issue and is no longer | recruitment of new snags over time.

ereposing this mitigotion option.
Timber harvest, especially in Late
Seral Resarves, will reduce the
number of perch and nesting
trees and snags. Although the
pipeline corridor as proposed will
be less than 200 feet in width at
any single point, there will be
potential for habitat changes that
will possibly bring predatar
species into habitats that were
previously less fragmented and
less accessible by predators.

ODFW does not support the use of bird nest
boxes as a substitute for snag creation when
mitigating for upland habitat impacts. Snags
provide a much broader array of habitat
functions and values for birds and other
wildlife species than bird boxes. Snag
creation is a much more appropriate
mitigation measure for impacts to forested
upland habitats.

Gray Wolf:

18 | Chapt. 4, pg. | Species Occurrence/Status
532, Species Corrections: The DEIS
Paragraph 3 indicates -
Appendix L, “Qther species that have been
Draft dacumented within the project
Biological area, such os the Oregon spotted
Evaluation, frog (o candidate species for
Table 1, pg. fisting under ESA)...."
9; Appendix
L, Draft This is incorrect. As recognized in
Biological other areas of the DEIS, the
Evaluation, species are now federally listed
Table 1, pg. as a Threatened species.
10; Appendix
L, Draft Pacific Fisher: Fisherare not
Biological mentioned in the DEIS. However,
Evaluation, Fisher may become a listed

pg. 95 species in the near future and
their presence has been
documented in the PCGF route
through BLM sampling efforts.

Oregon Spotted Frog: This

species is now federally listed.

Table 1 lists presence of grey
wolves as unknown. Gray wolves

Correct Species Occurrence/Status: ODFW
recommends revision of infarmation in the
DEIS to reflect the following species
occurrence/status information:

Pacific Fisher: The DEIS should consider
fisher in the assessment of impacts and
incorporate measures to alleviate impacts to
fisher.

Oregon Spotted Frog: The DEIS should
disclose and require the Applicant to conduct
surveys to identify use of habitats in the
pipeline corridor by this species.

Gray Wolf: Table 1 should be updated to
reflect currently documented gray wolf use in
the project vicinity in Klamath County.

Bald Eagle: Table 1 should be updated to
reflect accurate bald eagle use in the project
wicinity as well as consistent descriptions of
nest surveys.

W Pond Turtle: Table 1 should be

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl

Continued, page 125 of 241

SA1-187
SA1-188

SA1-187

See the previous comment and our response above.

Oregon spotted frog: text in DEIS has been revised to reflect
current status. The Oregon spotted frog is further discussed in
Section 4.7.1.4. Pacific fisher: Pacific fisher is discussed in Section
4.7.1.1. Gray wolf: Gray wolf is discussed in Section 4.7.1.1. The
purpose of the Biological Evaluation is to discuss USFS Sensitive
Species on NFS lands only. While the presence of a gray wolf on
the Umpqua National Forest has been documented, it is coded as
presence unknown because targeted surveys were not conducted
for the species as noted in footnote 5 to Table 1. Bald eagle: Table
1 revised. Western pond turtle: The Biological Evaluation is only
analyzing effects on USFS lands where the western pond turtle was
not documented during targeted surveys, thus location is identified
as unknown.

W-2317
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20150213-5038 FERC POF (Unofficial) 2
have been documented in updated to reflect accurate likely and known
proximity of the proposed occurrences at the two locations. Measures
pipeline in Klamath County. Table | need to be taken to identify known and likely
1 should be updated. western pond turtle habitats, particularly,

nesting habitats. (see below for greater
Bald Eagle: detail)
Table 1 lists presence of bald
eagles as unknown, bald eagles
are common in many portions of
the proposed PCGP route.
Elsewhere in DEIS, stated that
nest surveys had been conducted
for bald eagles, yet Table 1 states
that no surveys were conducted,
Table 1 should be updatad.
Western Pond Turtle:
Table 1 lists presence of western
pond turtles as unknown,
Western pond turtles have been
documented in the immediate
vicinity of the pipeline crossing at
KElamath River and are likely
present at the Lost River crossing.

19 | Appendix L, Bald Eagle Impacts: The draft Bald Eagle Impacts: ODFW recommends the
Draft Biclogical Evaluation lists only 2 Draft Biological Evaluation be updated to
Biological nest sites within 1-5 milesof the | correct these inaccuracies and address
Evaluation, proposed pipeline. A numberof | potential impacts to bald eagles and nest
pe. 97 other nest sites exist on non- sites on Federal and non-Federal lands.

federal lands in Klamath County.

The Draft Biological Evaluation ODFW recommends the Draft Biological
states that disturbance to Evaluation also be updated to correct these
breeding individuals is not inaccuracies and address potential impacts to
anticipated yet, construction bald eagles and nest sites during winter 581-189
activities are planned (pending construction in Klamath County and on
waiver) for the Klamath County Federal and non-Federal lands alike.

portion of the pipeline which

could cause disturbance to

nesting eagles. Bald eagles

generally begin nesting in early

February. Where in the DEIS are

potential impacts to bald eagles

addressed on non-federal lands?

20 | Chapt. 4, pg. | Eagle nests: “During the nen- Eagle nests: The DEIS should disclose that if
503, nesting season, permits are not eagle nests are present, the Applicant should
Paragraph 2. | required to remove an empty or be required to coordinate with USPWS prior SA1-190

abandoned nest, or to remove or | to removal of potentially empty or
alter the structure the nest is built | abandoned nests to ensure compliance with

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-190

The BE is a Forest Service document, it only addresses impacts on
National Forest System lands. Bald eagles are no longer a listed
species; therefore, they are addressed in section 4.6.1.2 under the
heading 'Bird". Also see the Migratory Bird Conservation Plan.

This statement has been corrected.

W-2318
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SA1-191 This has been clarified.

ineron.”

This statement is true for the
nests of many bird species, but
does not hold for eagles.

the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
{BGEPA).

SA1-192  The BE only addresses species contained in the R-6 Regional

Forester's Sensitive Species List on National Forest System lands.

21

Appendix L,
Draft
Biological
Evaluation,
pg. 102

White-headed Woodpecker
Impacts:

The Draft Biological Evaluation
states that timber harvest on
federal lands target large
diameter ponderosa pine. This
was most certainly true in the
past but since the 1990s, Forest
Service standards and guidelines
mostly prohibit harvest of trees
greater than 21 inch diameter. A
larger threat to white-headed
woodpecker habitat is
overstocked forest standsasa
result of fire suppression and lack
of disturbance.

White-headed Woodpecker: ODFW
recammends correcting this information in
the Draft Biological Evaluation to reflect
adjustments to timber harvest management
within the range of this species and impacts
related to habitat transition.

SAT19

22

Appendix L,
Draft
Biological
Evaluation,
pg. 120

Western Pond Turtle:

The Draft Biological Evaluation
states that western pond turtles
have not been documented on
Fremont-Winema National
Forest. However, they are
documented on non-federal
lands in Klamath County,
specifically at proposed crossing
at Klamath River and potentially
at Lost River crossing. The Draft
Biclogical Evaluation also states
that in Oregon, WPT are found up
to elevations of 3000 feet, yet in
Klarmath County pond turtles are
known to occur at elevations of
4200 feet elevation and likely
higher elevations. Patential
impact to WPT is likely
underestimated and should be

Western Pond Turtle: ODFW recommends
correcting information for western pond
turtle in the Draft Biological Evaluation.

SA1-192

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-193  The Biological Evaluation is an internal Forest Service document
that analyzed impacts only on National Forest System lands.
Potential upland impacts were included in the analysis of potential
impacts to western pond turtle. It is up to the Forest Service to
determine if additional analysis or surveys for the western pond
turtle are required on the land it manages. The Biological
Evaluation is only analyzing effects on NFS lands, so impacts to
sites outside of NFS lands are not discussed in the Biological
Evaluation.
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SA1-194

SA1-195

The BE only addresses species contained in the R-6 Regional
Forester's Sensitive Species List on National Forest System lands.

Pacific Connector filed their 2008 Biological Survey Report with
their June 2013 application. This report includes a summary and
resumes of personnel who performed surveys, as well as methods
employed. Aerial surveys for bald eagle, golden eagle, and buteo
hawk nests would be conducted within 0.5-mile of the pipeline
right-of-way and other areas subject to ground disturbances during
spring prior to pipeline construction or timber clearing in Year 1
and before pipeline construction in Year 2. Any occupied nests
observed would be subject to spatial and temporal buffers
appropriate for the occupying species and applied to scheduling
construction or timber clearing activities in Year 1 and construction
in Year 2. Survey results would be submitted to FWS for review.
The USFWS is responsible for enforcing the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. They have been consulted on impacts to migratory birds. See
the Migratory Bird Conservation Plan completed in consultation
with the Service.
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"Surveying known raptor

established pairs and
surveying ahead of the
construction would also be

path.
tasked with conducting the
surveys and the survey

However, the potential for
inappropriate survey

nests” would not be sufficient
to find and avoid new nests of

necessary to find and avoid
nests of new raptor pairs that
choose to nest in the pipelines

The qualifications of personnel

methodalogies are not provided.

methodologies or timing, and the
use of unqualified personnelis a

6

Disclose Wildlife Survey Methodology
{occurrence survey): ODFW recommends the
iled doct ion on

results, it is imperative that
appropriate survey

each species life history.

spring of 2007; (3) where the
surveys occurred, or (4) which
species were surveyed. One
might assume red tree vole,

gray owl as those are the only
three vertebrate terrestrial

The same questions arise for

2010.

concern.
Appendix L, Wildlife Survey Methodology #2:
Biological “Initial surveys were conducted in
Evaluation, the spring of 2007. Additi
pg. 7, Line 2- | surveys were conducted in 2008
4 and 2010....."

In order to attain viable survey

methodologies are used and the
timing of surveys be tailored to
However, it is unclear (1) what

survey methodologies were used;
{2) when surveys occurred in the

nerthern spotted owl, and great

species identified in the BE or EA
for which surveys were reported.

surveys conducted in 2008 and

Appli provide d
proposed occurrence survey methodology
including: pratocals, survey timing, and

ini experience requi for
surveyors. Information should be species
specific.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl Continued, page 130 of 241

SA1-196  Surveys conducted for species discussed in the BE are described
under each taxa (e.g., see the introduction to sections 6.2.1 - 6.2.8)
as applicable, including survey protocols, survey timing, target
species, area surveyed, and a reference to the appropriate survey
report for details on survey methodology. The survey reports were
provided in the application to FERC in June 2013, and are available
on the FERC website. The survey reports additionally contain

qualifications and experience of survey personnel.
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SA1-197 Biological evaluations are intended to analyze effects of the proposed
27 [AppendixL, | Scope of Wildiife Surveys: Based | Disclose limited scope of Applicant- actions on species listed in the Region 6 Regional Forester's Sensitive
Biological the table of the 42 vertebrate conducted wildlife surveys: Although H H H H H H
Evaluaticn, species considered in the surveying for every possible species and Spe_(:les L_ISt_ and thelr habltat If there are n_o ImpaCtS tO Sp_eCIeS and
pg.923, | document,only3 (7%) received | habitat which could occur alongthe habitat within the analysis area, these determinations and rationale are
Table 1. surveys. 93% of all vertebrate alignment may not be reasonable, surveying d- I d d f th I - - - d Th 14 h
species considered in the for only 3 of 42 likely vertebrates is too ISclose an no furtner ana ySIS IS requ”e . ere are suc
document did not receive narrow of a survey scope. ODFW vertebrates for which there are no impacts.
surveys, recommends the Applicant complete some
type of general wildlife surveys perhaps i H
ODFW is concerned that not only | during the spring when the likelihood of - SUrVeyS-for SenSItlve SpeCIeS ar_e nOt norma"y CondUCted UnIESS they
is the level of survey effort is observing many of the herptile, bird, and A are required by another mechanism, such as Survey & Manage. Field
insufficient to identify specific ~ { small rrammmal species would be likely in observations of habitat conditions in the analysis area and detections
locations of all species identified | order to more accurately disclose to the . . K ) !
byPCGP.andthehckofsmw publicar!ddecision-rn.akgrsthe potential of incidental sensitive Species may be carried out. Where suitable
ey e uea by | oromosed s o1 llfe a3 st of the habitat was documented for Forest Service sensitive vertebrate
PCGP. For example those species wildlife, but species-specific surveys were not conducted, presence
on the Oregon Conservation ODFW recommends any general wildlife - .
Strategy and state Sensitive survey methodology be coordinated with was assumed and the potential effects of the Project were assessed
Species lists that were not both ODFW and the USPWS prior to accordi ngly
considered by PCGP. implementation to maximize efficiency and '
. — efficacy. The Biological Evaluation is an internal Forest Service document. It is
28 | Appendix L, Who Is $B5?: "Biclogical Surveys | Disclose appropriate information: ODFW . .
Biological | were conducted by SBS ondits | request the Applicant provide names and up to the Forest Service to determine what standards are needed for
Evaluation, subcontractors.” qualifications of all surveyors and ensure that I'eVieW
pg. 7, Line 2 their qualifications are appropriate for the SAL-19 :
e ey | TFectee groupe they sunveyed. SAL-198  SBS is Siskiyou BioSurvey, LLC. The names and qualifications of
e :‘onldm&jﬂ;rwev; R SR surveyors are provided in the survey reports referenced in the
-pg. 13; olse a rect Impacts to se and Direct Impacts to e . - -
Chapt. 2.0 Wildlife: The PCGG project will has previously recommended that when any BIOIOglcaI EVaIUatlon (SBS 20081 2010! 20118, 2011b1 2011C) The
Chapt. incu.r sub.stantial .disturhan:e due hlasting, pile t?r?ving,ar other loud noise Survey reports were provided in the app"cation to FERC in June 2013’
3.4.54 pg. to direct interaction of preducing activity takes place that the . . ..
Chapt. 4.6 construction activities as wellas | following recommendations are required: and are available on the FERC website. The survey reports addltlona”y
Pe.505; | the associated noise. These * The Applicant consult the Oregon Forest contain qualifications and experience of survey personnel.
Appendix K impacts will likely displace a Practices Act guidelines for ospreys and
pe 73 number of species including great blue herons protections; H H H H H H H
Appendix L, MAMU, NSO, and golden eagles, » The Applicant consult USFWS under the SA1-199 The BIOIOglcaI EVaIUa.tlon Isan Inte.l'nal FOI'(.?S.t Se_rVICe dO?Ument. It IS
pes. others during construction, with |  Bald and Golden Eagle Pratection Act for up to the Forest Service to determine qualification requirements for
Throughout; | long-term impacts due to the federal recommendations to protect bald survevors
Appendix O change of the habitat with and golden eagles nests; and, y '
learing of the pipeli ute. » The icant consults under the H H H H
ceoringcrie pipene route Mbiad vyt SA1-199  Detail will be added to clarify when noise would occur. Further
“Noise from construction of the federal recommendations to protect information on noise can also be found in Section 4.12. The applicant
LNG terminaf should be similar to spotted owls and marbled murrelets. - - . . .
typical commercial construction is required to meet the requirements of all laws, as stated in section
programs, which have noise ODFW 2lso requests clarification regarding 1.5.1. Section 1.5.4.5 states ODF is responsible for monitoring
levels overaging between 47 to . . . .
compliance with the State Forest Practices Act and that the applicant
Oregon State Agency Consolidated Comments 128 must obtai_n approval fror_n the State Forester for its activities. US_FWS
is responsible for enforcing the ESA and BGEPA. FERC has filed a
Biological Assessment to address ESA issues.
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57 A-weighted decibels (dBA)
when measured 2,000 feet away
(H&K 1934). However, given the
high level of current octivity on
the North Spit, including existing
industrial operations and vehicle
ond rail traffic, 84 and the
temporary ond short-term nature
af Jordan Cove's construction
activities, Project-refated
construction noise is not expected
to adversely affect wildlife in the
region.”

While this notation references
the LNG facility, tion

the potential daily magnitude and duration of
construction and operational related
disturbances, and determination if these
disturbances are likely to occur during
periods when currently existing {non-related)
disturbances are minimized or absent.

ODFW recommends the Applicant re-analyze
potential noise impacts to wildlife using a
more robust and suitable methodelogy
acceptable to ODFW and the USFWS. If
further analysis indicates greater likely
impacts to wildlife than this analysis
estimates, those additional impacts should be
avoided, minimized, and mitigated for

neise concerns are considered a
substantial disturbance factor for
the sum of the JCEP/PCGP
project.

Itis unclear from the above if the
timing of disturbance has been
considered. For example, if
construction of the terminal and
related facilities will occur during
a 24 hour peried, or only during
daylight periods.

{mnitig: q ing), as p and in
collaboration with Department and USFWS.

30

Appendix M;
Appendix O;
and
Appendix 5,
some
mention.
Chapt. 4, pg.
521, Paragrap
h3

Conflicting Construction Timing
Restrictions: To date the PCGP
application has only partially
defined the timing of
construction actions that will
have impacts to fish and wildlife
resources (e.g. stream crossings,
marbled murrelet nesting,
spotted owl habitat impacts).
Managing the timing of impact is
directly related to minimizing
impacts (e.g. rainfall/water
quality, sediment transport,
nesting of murrelets).

Conflicting Avian Impact
Avoldance Timing Restrictions:
Site clearing and timber removal
is to occur between October and
March to aveoid impacts to

Correct Conflicting Construction Timing
Restrictions: ODFW recommends more fully
developing defendable guidelines for:

+ Construction timelines and recommended
timing restrictions in coordination with
ODFW to minimize impacts to species that
have specific vulnerability due low
abundance and habitat selection.

The current documents still include
potential for unresolved timing restriction
and construction scheduling conflicts: ie.
conflicts between seasonal restrictions for
bird nesting, winter range habitat, in-
water work periods, and T&E species.
Conflicting Avian Impact Avoidance Timing
Restrictions: ODFW believes potential
impacts to Spotted owls and marbled
murrelets from timber cutting, timber
removal, clearing and grubbing, blasting,
and any other form of disturbance could

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Continued, page 132 of 241

SA1-200

of

SA1-200

Avoiding timber-cutting during the breeding season within 300 feet
of MAMU stands and 0.25-mile of NSO sites was prioritized in
order to avoid removal of nest sites during the breeding season.
Pacific Connector has indicated that they cannot adhere to the
temporal and spatial restrictions recommended by FWS within 0.25
mile of all MAMU stands and NSO sites, and safely construct the
pipeline within two years. Therefore, construction including
helicopter activity and blasting is proposed to occur during the
breeding season, although daily timing restrictions would be
applied within 1/4-mi of MAMU stands, and Pacific Connector
would construct within 0.25 mile of NSO activity centers after the
critical breeding season. See our BA, available on the FERC's
website, for a detailed description of avoidance and minimization
measures, as well as potential impacts. Pacific Connector worked
closely with FWS to develop timing restrictions during
construction to avoid and minimize impacts to MAMU and NSO,
and is continuing to work with FWS to develop compensatory
mitigation for unavoidable impacts to these ESA-listed species. See
Attachment B of Pacific Connector's 2/13/2015 comments on the
DEIS for a table of seasonal timing restrictions for the Project's
timber felling, logging, clearing, and construction activities as they
relate to MAMU, NSO, and other bird species.
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Spotted Owls and Marbled
Murrelets. However, Chapter 4,
page 4-637, 2" and 3" bullet
state:

# Blasting for the pipeline
trench may occur within 0.25
mile of MAMU stands
between April 1 and
September 30;

Helicopter use for removal of
timber during pipeline
construction within 0.25 mile
of 3 MAMU stands {7
occupied and 2 presumed
occupied) during the breeding
period {between April 1 and
September 15) could occur
and disturb MAMU adults and
nestlings, as wellas
potentially blow nestlings out
of the nest tree within 7
MAMU stands (5 occupied
and 2 presumed occupied)
from rotor wash.

And further, on Chapter 4, Page
4-639, 2" to last bullet states;

Noise from blasting and
helicopter use during pipeline
construction within 0.25 mile of
NSO sites during the late
breeding season would eccur end
could increase the risk of
predation to fledglings that are
generally not os oble to escope os
adults during the latter part of
the breeding season;

Based on the above, it appears
timber cutting and grubbing will
occur outside the breeding
season to protect spotted owls
and marbled murrelets, but
timber removal via helicopter
and blasting at locations with
spotted owls and marbled
murrelets will occur during the

be further minimized during the breeding
season. Specific buffer distances for each
potential disturbance type should be
coordinated with the USFWS and required
in this DEIS.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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breeding season. Biologically,
protecting the birds from some
forms of disturbance during the
breeding season while allowing
ather forms of disturbance may
not result in the overall desired
avoidance and minimization
outcomes for spotted owls and

31

Chapt. 4, pg.
538,
Paragraph 5
Chapt. 4, pg.
538. Last
Paragraph
Appendix L,
Biological
Evaluation,
pe. 43, Lines
25-40
Chapt. 4, pg.
538, 2™
Paragraph

Use of Blasting Mats to Minimize
Nolse Disturbance: The following
quote states that blasting mats
will be used where the use of
explosives is required:

“Naise from blasting would be
short term ond locolized. The
noise associoted with blosting
activities is reported to be in the
range of 112 dB within 50 feet of
the trench (see toble 4.6.1.2-

11), and may couse alarm in
wildlife such os mule deer.
However, naise from blasting for
this

Project would be mitigoted ond
expected to generate lower
decibel levels, becouse charges
would

be underground and muffled with
blasting mats,”

However, Page 4-285 {last
paragraph} indicates that
blasting mats would only be used
as necessary to protect adjacent
property:

“Blasting mats or padding would
be used on olf shots where
necessary to prevent scattering of
loose rock onto odjacent property
ond to prevent demage to nearby
structures ond overhead utilities.”

The message regarding use of
blasting mats appears to be

Require Use of Blasting Mats to
Minimize Noise Disturbance: ODFW
recemmends that in order to minimize
noise impacts to wildlife, blasting mats
are used wherever the use of explosives
is required,

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Continued, page 134 of 241

SA1-201

A statement that blasting mats are recommended by ODFW
whenever the use of explosives is required has been added to the

FEIS.
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Chapt. 4, pg.
521,
Paragraph 3

Likely Underestimate of
Migratory Bird Take: Site clearing
and timber removal is to occur
between October and March to
avoid impacts to Spotted Owls
and Marbled Murrelet, but areas
without either species will be
grubbed and cleared year round.
This will result in significant take
of migratery birds.

Using numbers from "Total Birds
Likely or Possible” on table 4.6
1.2-7 (Pg 4-522 & 523), 1660
individual birds are estimated to
be displaced, resulting in the loss
of close to 10,000 eggs/young.

This estimate only considers take
from physical clearing and
grubbing, but does not include
neise or other forms of take.

Disclose Likely Underestimate of Migratory
Bird Take: This DEIS should disclose the
document’s likely underestimate of migratory
bird take and ODFW recommends a complete
reassessment of potential migratory bird take
including direct and indirect take occur in
coordination with the USFWS - Migratory Bird
Program experts,

32

Weeds/| Plants:
Invasive species (e.g. noxious
weeds) have been identified as
one of the seven key
conservation issues {threats to
conservation) in Oregon in the
Oregon Conservation Strategy
{Oregon Conservation Strategy;
ODFW 2005). Hundreds of
thousands of dollars are
expended annually on both
public and private lands to
combat invasion and expansion
of noxious weeds and their
deleterious effects on fish,
wildlife, and their habitats,

Specific invasive concerns
include:
= Gorse in the Coos Bay region
has had substantial negative
impacts on elk production in
the Coastal frontal zane.
# Scotch broom is considered a
by ial factor decreasing

Add deficiency of plan to mitigate
Impacts resulting from Moxious
Weeds/Invasive Plants: ODFW recognizes
the efforts of the Applicant in developing the
“Integroted Pest Management Plan”.
However, ODFW recommends that the
Applicant complete a more comprehensive
noxious weed control plan prior to issuance
of a site certification or completion of the
MNEPA process.

ODFW recommends broader scale monitoring
for noxious weeds, beyond the targeted sites
discussed.

ODFW recommends that perfarmance
metrics be included in order to document
success or failure of the “Integrated Pest
Monagement Plan”, and that additional
mitigation be undertaken if the final state of
the pipeline is not satisfactory regarding
avoidance, prevention, and minimization of
noxious weeds,

ODFW rec ds wash stations for

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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Continued, page 135 of 241

SA1-202

SA1-203

The USFWS is responsible for enforcing the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. They have been consulted on impacts to migratory birds. See
the Migratory Bird Conservation Plan completed in consultation
with the Service.

ODFW's comments on the applicant's IPMP are noted. The
applicants are required to wash equipment, FERC's third party
environmental inspectors (EIs) would ensure that this and other
required measures during construction are done properly. See
section Il of FERC's Plan for the duties of the Els. Also see section
111 of FERC's Procedures. In regard to the comments that ODFW
is not listed as a consulting agency and that ODFW recommends
the applicant hire independent noxious weed inspectors to monitor
throughout the life of the project, ODWF may wish to discuss this
as part of the permitting process.
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production of elk and deer
farage across the Coast range
and some of the interior
locations of Oregon.

* It is strategically important
that equipment be cleaned
prior to moving to different
sections of the pipeline.

+ QODFW considers the risk of

weed spread on mitigation

sites and where mitigation
measures are employed to
likely be high rather than

"low" as stated Chapt. 4.6 pg.

535.

QDFW is not listed as a

consulting agency in the IPMP.

The local ODA's weed expert

did not know her agency had

provided comments when

contacted by ODFW. ODFPW
has concerns that the ODA
may not have been
coordinated with by the

Applicant.

+ The IPMP states "These
surveys were conducted by
lacal biologists wha are
familiar with priority listed
noxious weeds," ODA weed
experts have previously
expressed concern about
people's ability to properly
identify noxious weeds. ODFW
expresses concerns relating to
the credentials/experience of
the biclogists used?

+ Pacific Connector's
Environmental inspectors will
make determinations about
washing equipment. The DEIS
should disclose how the
decision of environmental
inspectors be protected from
logistic pressures?

+ The IPMP notes contractors
will inspect their own

equipment be set up to handle aquatic
invasive species as well. Equipment should
be cleaned between individual subbasins at
the HUC 6 level or if the machinery has been

in a known area with invasive/noxious weeds.

ODFW recommends that FERC include
conditions outlining that the noxious weed
plan have specific strategies (i.e. cleaning of
equipment, monitoring and control
measures) for the JCEP project and individual
reaches of the PCGP project.

Mowing is considered a preferential
treatment to herbicides when effective.

ODFW recommends the Applicant
acknowledge that the risk of invasion of
noxious weeds on the pipeline route and
mitigation sites is likely high in this DEIS and
FERC ensure the following is required as
mitigation:

= the Applicant fund an Oregon Dept. of
Agriculture {ODA) weed extraction teams
within the affected counties (See
Appendix A, List 4}.

= inclusion of ODFW in the list of agencies
consulted and include our comments for
noxious weed management.

» listing of the experience/qualifications of
the staff used to conduct noxious weed
SURVeys.

» assurance that environmental inspectors
will have the capacity in their schedule to
ensure noxious weed management
concerns are addressed.

El's should inspect new equipment

arriving on site.  Any protections given to

federal lands should also be given to non-

federal lands.

» develop of an inc dis-incentive
program to greatly increase the likelihood
the potential for a contractor driven
inspection system (with random EI
investigations) to function effectively.

» a buffer applied to known noxious weed
infestation areas. Accordingly soil should

tivva |
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from construction yards to
two issues that should be
disclosed in the DEIS:
1. Cancontractors

own inspections?

between federal and

noxious weed
management efforts?

there a reward system for

disclose these issues or
address/ resolve
appropriately.

equipment prior to moving

federal lands. This brings up

adequately perform their
2. Why is there a distinction

non-federal land for the

The IPMP notes that El's will
perform random inspections.
‘What kind of consequence will
there be if inspections fail? Is

compliance? The DEIS should

not be moved out of these sites, These
sites should be treated to prevent spread
of noxious weeds to uninfested areas.

# protection measures for federal lands
should also be applied to non-federal
lands.

» provision of extended monitoring at
known infestation sites, dewatering
stations, and all other high-risk sites on
private lands as well. Monitoring the
ROW only likely inadequate.

ODFW recommends that PCGP employ
independent consultant noxious weed
specialists to conduct periodic on-going
monitoring to maintain a sufficient level of
certainty that noxious weed issues are
addressed. Periodic monitoring needs to be
completed for the life of the project on all
disturbed ground with special emphasis at
known infestation, dewatering stations, and
equipment cleaning locations.

12/2015 8:33:05 PM SA1

Continued, page 137 of 241

The IPMP indicates that during SA1-203
reclamation the contractor ontd
will return any graded
material to infested sites.
The IPMP has indicated
cleaning stations will be
established at borders of NFS
lands and on adjacent BLM
lands.

The IPMP indicates that extra
monitoring will occur along
the ROW in areas with
increased likelihood of
noxious weed contamination
(i.e. known infestations,
hydrostatic testing stations)
on federal lands for 3-5 years
after construction, with
additional surveys for 3 years
after presumed eradication.

The IPMP details that monitaring
of disturbed sites will occur
throughout the life of the project
by PCGP cperational personnel,
Properly identifying noxious

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 134
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weeds before they are fully
established is an acquired skill.
ODFW has concerns with the
PCGP ensuring continuous
maoanitoring capable of
decumenting invasive weeds
effectively.

33

Erosion
Contral and
Revegetation
Plan, Chapt.
1010
Erosion
Control and
Revegetation
Plan, Chapt.
10.8-1, pg. 33

Seeding Prescriptions:

Timing of Seeding The ECRF calls
for seeding to be conducted
within & days of final grading,
weather and soil conditions
permitting, according to FERC's
Upland Plan. Seeding in late
winter for potions of the ROW in
Klamath County could be too late
for successful revegetation. This
may require coming back the
next fall/early winter to conduct
seeding to insure that
revegetation objectives are met,

Seed Mixes: Specific Seed Mix &
and 7 could be impraved upon to
be more effective and provide

greater wildlife habitat function.

Seeding Prescriptions:

Disclose importance of timing of seeding
and address contingency plan: ODFW
recommends the Applicant plan for
additional seeding as a contingency if the
initial seeding occurs too late to be effective.

Seed Mixes: ODFW recommends:

+ For Seed Mixture 6, recommend addition
of bitter cherry and serviceberry as shrub
species to be seeded for M.P. 181-198 in
Klamath County, in addition to antelope
bitterbrush and birchleaf mountain
mahogany.

For Seed Mixture 7, recommend addition
of curleaf mountain mahogany to be
seeded for M.P, 198-228 in Klamath
County in addition to antelope
bitterbrush. ODFW recommends that
private properties be surveyed prior to
construction to determine if non-native
plants are dominant. Non-native seed
mixes should only be used on properties
that already have a significant presence of
non-native seed.

+ Some of the non-native grasses listed tend

to establish permanently and out-
complete native grasses. Replace non-
natives such as bentgrass, red fescue, tall
fescue, and ryegrass (annual or perennial)
with blue wildrye, California brome, or
California catgrass.

‘Where needed to compete with
established non-native plants (as
determined by pre-surveys) ODFPW
recommends the following non-natives:
timothy, orchard grass, white clover, red
clover, birdsfoot trefoil, and subterranean
clover.

-
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Cont'd
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Section Il1. I. of FERC's Plan includes procedures for securing the
site if weather conditions are not suitable for seeding (e.g.,
mulching and erosion controls), and final restoration procedures
when conditions are suitable. Seed mixtures would be determined
by the land management agencies for federal lands. We have
passed the ODFW's seed mix recommendations to the applicant.
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34 | ES-pg. 9,15 | ROW Maintenance: Disclose i t: iated with described
Chapt.2, pg. Maintenance of the PCGP Right ROW e: ODFW recc ds use
2-121; 4.5 of Way (ROW) will likely restrict of mechanical means to maintain the ROW,
pes. 453, natural revegetation, particularly | with use of herbicide as an exception.

TABLE any larger tree or shrub recruits
4.5.1.2-4; which exceed allowable height An exception would be in cases where
TABLE thresholds. The method of herbicides may be necessary to control
4.51.2-5 management (herbicides or noxious weeds at specific locations with
TABLE mechanical) has potential to specific difficult issues, which should be
4.14.2.3-1; impact the capacity, albeit highly | defined by the Applicant.
pe. 462; altered to support some wildlife,
Chapt 4.6 pg. ODFW recommends that if herbicides are
535; others; From experience on previous needed at specific locations, weeds be spot
Appendix F; | utility ROWS, herbicides were sprayed.
IPMP Chapt. | used to controlvegetation
1, Chapt. 2, resulting in erosion and lack of Disclose alternative to mowling of ROW
Chapt. 4, vegetation for wildlife forage and | corridors: ODFW recommends maintaining
Chapt. 5, habitat. corridor vegetation from September-
Chapt. 6, Movember to more effectively avoid potential
Chapt. 7. Mowing of ROW Corridors: DEIS | impacts during migratory bird nesting
Erosion indicates that there will be periods.
Control and | moving to maintain 30-foot wide
R ian ipeline corridor mai e
Plan, Chapt. from April 15™ to August 1,
12.9-1, pg. 51 | during the growing season.
Chapt. 4.5 Conducting vegetation clearing
pg 458 during this time frame will likely
impact nesting grassland and
shrub-adapted birds.
35 | General Capping Piling to Prevent Require capping of pilings to prevent
Perching: For both the perching: Predatory piscivorous birds
JCEP/SDPP and PCGP project strategically perch around industrial facilities
ODFW recommends fitting any on piling that do not have measures to
new pilings with devices to eliminate the ability of these birds to
prevent perching of piscivorous perch/roost. Ecologically the relevance is
birds. related to an increased capacity to feed
This is a standard request from within the area and impact species such as
ODFW to Applicants on fall Chinook, coho salmon, and steelhead
Fill/Rermaval permits when the juveniles.
Applicant installs pilings. These
caps are readily available, If additional perch locations are created for
piscivorous birds as a result of the proposed
project, predation on resident and juvenile
fish will likely increase along the project, and
would be of particular concern in the vicinity
of the project terminus at Coos Bay and near
larger rivers such as the South Coos River,
South Umpgqua, and Rogue.
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Continued, page 139 of 241

SA1-205

SA1-206

The DEIS states that mowing would be the main method of
vegetation control within the 30-foot right-of-way. The text further
states that clearing WOULD NOT occur during the principal
portion of the growing season from April 15 to August 1.

This information has been added in section 4.6, along with the
ODFW recommendation.
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36 | Chapt. 4, pg. | Direct Mortality of Terrestrial Disclose Direct Mortality of Terrestrial
533, 534 Wildlife Species Due to Collisions | Wildlife Species Due to Collisions with
Chapt. 4, with Construction Related Construction Related Traffic and Require
TABLE Traffic: What conditions will be Appropriate Mitigation: ODFW recommends
4.1.3.5-32 required to minimize vehicle the Applicant develop and enforce credible
pg 151, collisions. A fairly high number of | series construction traffic related BMPs such
misc. deer vehicle collisions were as speed limits to minimize direct mortally of
Recreation documented during construction | wildlife due to collisions with construction
Management | of the Ruby Pipeline in eastern related traffic.
Plan {RMP) Klamath County. In addition

there very likely were numerous
other wildlife species killed by
construction vehicles {small avian
species, small mammals, etc.)
'Will there be additional
mitigation for direct mortality of
wildlife species?

Off-Highway Vehicle Barriers:
Road closures on pipeline access
roads that do not have other
utility will be critical to reducing
impacts to species such as elk,
MAMU, and N5O. Closure of
these roads will also reduce
winter travel and damage related
to recreational motorsport
activities that commonly occur in
wetlands and streams.

Anti-OHV devices are passive and
as such will likely only detect
damage as it occurs with no
capacity to prevent OHV impacts
directly when they are occurring.

There is no mention of
monitoring of the effectiveness
of the OHV barriers in the RMP.

Despite best management
practices and patrols, illegal use
of the ROW by OHVs is expected
to occur. The need for mitigation
should be expected by the PCGP
project.

QDFW notes that there are

Disclose and Modify Analysis of Off-Highway
Vehide Barriers to accord with ODPW

dati CDFW r d
revisiting analysis and discussion of methods
for ensuring that road closures are effective
during and post-construction.

» Off-highway vehicle {OHV) barrier
proposals were modified by the Applicant
through previous comments from ODFW
to include boulders and tank traps in
addition to signage.

ODPW recommends that contingencies be

planned in case the proposed OHV

exclusion efforts prove ineffective. Such
contingencies may require maintenance
measures.

ODPW recommends security patrols along

ROW to discourage OHV use,

= ODFW recommends a regular schedule for
inspection of all OHV barriers along the
pipeline route and repair OHV barriers
throughout the life of the project. Where
necessary exclusion devices should be
upgraded.

« ODFW recommends the PCGP project
develop a plan in coordination with ODFPW
to Plan to mitigate for OHV damage at
least in part by Funding law-enforcement
patrols within the Jackson TMA, and
purchasing and restoring property that
has been previously damaged. (See
Appendix A, Table 2, Figure 4 and Table
34)

-
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Comment noted. OHV use is discussed in Section 4.10. Pacific
Connector’s Recreation Management Plan describes measures to
be employed on both public and private lands to control
unauthorized OHV use.
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numerous locations in the
pipeline route where OHV issues
occur, ODFW works
cooperatively with partners to
maintain Travel Management
Areas in the Camel Hump and
Obenchchain areas to minimize
OHV disturbance to wintering
wildlife. Department staffis
available for consultation on
minimizing impacts in these
areas.

37

Chapt. 2.0

pe. 74;
General

IInequity of Mitig
between Federal and non-
federal Lands and Other
Mitigation Discussion: ODFW
notes that the DEIS identifies that
non-federal lands make up
approximately 76% of the area
affected by this pipeline, Yet
most or nearly all the mitigation
recommended through the
document is on federal lands.
ODFW recognizes:
# The federal agencies were
cooperating agencies
+ That many of the projects
outlined on federal land had
previous planning from
internal agency effort.
However, ODFW fully
recognizes the ecological gap
created by impacted habitats
at a location and conducting
mitigation that may be "Out of
Kind" or outside the range of
"In Proximity,” These types of
issues create complications
for ecological function in
relation to compensating for
impacts. It could be noted as
a rough rule of thumb 3X as
much mitigation should be
expected on private lands as
federal as the percentage of
private lands impacted is 3x
the quantity.

Add General quity of Mitigation
between Federal and non-federal Lands:
ODFW recommends that the final mitigation
plan(s) reflect more mitigation on non-
federal lands to correct the current
disproportionality.
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SA1-208

The DEIS identifies the mitigation on federal land required by the
BLM and Forest Service. The USFWS and other agencies are
working with the applicant to develop mitigation for effects to
listed species. The COE will require mitigation for impacts to
wetlands and other waters of the United States. See the Habitat
Mitigation Plans prepared by the applicants. Also see section 2.1.7
for proposed mitigation.
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The DEIS notes that Barred Owl

control may be utilized as a

mitigation for impacts to NSO,

However, this is not noted in the

federal CMP.

38 I tal Inspectors: Disclose and Require Sufficient

ODPW fully recognizes that Environmental Inspectors: ODFW

properly trained environmental recommends that the Applicant determine

inspectors are able to greatly the number of environmental inspectors they

increase the potential for will need and coordinate with state and

maximizing habitat conservation | federal agencies depending on the training

measures, they will receive.
ODFW recommends that the PCGP project
have environmental inspectors on all active
construction segments of the pipeline
project.

39 | Erosion Public Communications: There is | Disclose need for development of plan that
Control and | currently a significant need fora | addresses public communications: The
Revegetation | representative of the JCEP/SDPF/PCGP project needs to develop a
Plan, Chapt. JCEP/SDPP/PCGP project to serve | project communication plan in collaboration
13, pg 52 as a public communications with ODFW to consult with and inform fishing

specialist to the project area
constituents.

Additionally there is a need for
planning regarding how
recreational users of fish and
wildlife resources in Coos Bay
and along the pipeline route will
obtain information concerning
the project: e.g will recreation
be restricted at the JCEP site,
mitigation site access, pipeline
route access; access to the PCGP
corridor during construction,
etc)

Restrictions to recreational
accessibility can result in
substantial impacts to the local
economic conditions of affected
communities,

groups and other recreational users on
construction actions on a real time basis.
Including but not limited to:

= Will recreation {clamming, crabbing and
duck hunting) be restricted at the JCEP site
during construction/following
construction?
Will mitigation sites (Kentuck, wetland
mitigation sites) be open to public
recreation, hunting, and fishing access
during construction/following
construction?
Will the pipeline route be open to access
for fishing and hunting (the route will
cross major salmon and steelhead fishing
streams as well as historical hunting
locations) during construction,/following
construction?
Will the Coast Guard restrict recreational
access to any portion of the bay, other
than the shipping channel during the
period when a LNG ship is moving into or
out of the bay. Willthere be safety
restrictions on any portion of the bay
when the ship is docked in the slip?

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SA1-208
Cent'd

SA1-200

SA1-210

SAl

Continued, page 142 of 241

SA1-209

SA1-210

FERC requires third party Environmental Inspectors. These EIS
work for FERC not the applicant. See Section Il of FERC's Plan
and section 111 of FERC's Procedures.

Comment noted.
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Continued, page 146 of 241

Populations in Streams on the Queen Charlotte |slands. Ministry of Forestry 31 Bastion Square
Victoria, B.C., VW 3E7. 1992: 36p.

Waters, T.F 1995. Sediment in Streams, Sources, Biological Effects, and Control. American Fisheries
Society Monograph 7. Bethesda Maryland 1995, pp79-104.

Wood, P.J.,, and P.D. Armitage. 1997, Biological Effects of Fine Sediment in the Lotic
Environment. Environmental Management. 21(2): 203- 217,

Appendix ODFW:

Appendix A ODFW Recommended Mitigation Actions: Coos, Coquille, Umpqua, Rogue and
Klamath Watersheds
Appendix B CDFW Comment Related Supportive Figures, Tables and Information (including
expanded comments on riparian concerns and recommendations)
Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 143
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SAl1-211

SA1-212
SA1-213

The FERC DEIS discloses the environmental effects of the
proposed project. It is not the objective of a FERC EIS to list all the
requirements of every state law. The applicant is required to meet
the requirements of all laws, as stated in section 1.5.1. Section
1.5.4.5 states ODF is responsible for monitoring compliance with
the State Forest Practices Act and that the applicant must obtain
approval from the State Forester for its activities.

Comment noted.

Section 1.5.1 of the DEIS states that the applicants are responsible
for obtaining state permits. Section 1.5.4.5 states that ODF is
responsible for fire protection on state and private land. That
section includes the requirement that the applicant obtain approval
from the State Forester for its activities.
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SAl1-214

SA1-215

SA1-216

The requirement for Notifications has been added to section
1.5.45.

The applicant would replant land within the temporary right-of-
way based on landowner/land manager direction. It would be up to
the private land owner to determine how their forest land would be
replanted. In areas where private land is reforested, the OFPA
requirement would apply. However, this section only addressed
federal lands (e.g., Section 4.5.2.3 is titled "Environmental
Consequences of Timber Extraction on Federal Lands"); impacts
and measures on private lands are discussed in the previous "non-
federal" sections.

Information that Forest Practices Act Landslide standards may be
applicable has been included in section 4.2.2.2.
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PM

Landslide Hazards
Page 4-266 thru 4-

to land use conversion. Where clearings are
not permanent and forest land use is

Wildlife & Aguatic
Resources, Pacific
Connector
Pipeline Project,
General Impacts
on Terrestrial
Wildlife and
Measures to
Reduce or
Mitigate

Impacts,
Herbicides

Section, 4.6.1.2,
page 4-336

278 maintained or proposed roads have a
combined Pipeline and forest use, provisions
for public safety under Forest Practices Act
Rule Division 623, road location and
construction {Division 625) and harvesting
practices (Division 630) may be necessary to
appropriately reduce potential public safety
issues and significant environmental impacts
to forest resources and should be identified
in this EIS. Reference to appropriate sections
of the final EIS with equal or greater
protection standards may also meet
requiraments.

4 Pacific Connector | Forest Practices Act Chemical | The DEIS should include applicable standards
Pipeline, Rules standards may be under Forest Practices Act Rule Division 620
Construction applicable. or reference to appropriate sections of the
Impacts and final EIS with equal or greater protection
Proposed standards related to spills of hazardous
Mitigation materials or applications of chemicals.
Measures,

Accidental Spills of

Hazardous

Materials

Section 4.4.1.2,

Page 4-352

5 Surface Water, Forest Practices Act and water
Oregon Water quality linkage
Quality

ions and

The DEIS should be modified to reflect that
through the Notification process, provisions
for surface water quality under the Forest
Practices Act (FPA) and rules will be

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments

146

SAl Continued, page 149 of 241

SA1-217 Information that Forest Practices Act Chemical standards may be
applicable has been included in section s 4.4 and 4.6.

SA1-218  The requirement for Notifications has been added to section
4422
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Standards

Section 4.4.2, page

addressed, if applicable. Details would be
submitted in either a Written Plan or
Alternate Plan. Details may include specific

Section 4.4.3, page
4-404

Estuarine and
Open Water
Wetlands

Section 4.4.3.2,
page 4-412

wetland, lake linkage

4-358, Para 2 provisions for meeting the FPA or reference
appropriate sections of the final EIS with

Section 4.4.2.2, equal or greater protection standards or

page 4-369 where land use conversion places water
protection under other jurisdictions.

Other sections

relevant to water

quality

6 Wetlands Forest Practices Act and The DEIS should be moedified to reflect that

through the Notification process, provisions
for wetlands under the Forest Practices Act
(FPA) and rules will be addressed {Divisions
645, 650, 655), if applicable. Details would
be submitted in either a Written Plan or
Alternate Plan. Details may include specific
provisions for meeting the FPA or reference
appropriate sections of the final EIS with
equal or greater protection standards or
where land use conversion places water
protection under other jurisdictions,

7 Table of Contents

Section 4.7 is not included

Correct error by including Section 4.7.

8 Vol. 4, Section 7
page 4-626 Para 2

This section speaks about
additional wildlife species that
have special status or
consideration by other federal
or state agencies, beyond
those listed as Threatened or
Endangered under the federal
ESA. The Oregon Forest
Practices Act requires
protections for certain wildlife
species under Oregon
Administrative Rule 629,
Division 665. The FPA has
specific rules for Northern
Spotted Owl nest sites {OAR-
629-665-0210); Bald Eagle
nest sites (OAR 629-655-
0220), winter roost sites (OAR
629-665-0230), and foraging
perch sites (OAR 629-665-
0240); Osprey nest sites (OAR
629-665-0110), and Great Blue
Heron rookeries (OAR 629-

Forestry recommends that the DEIS disclose
protections afforded to wildlife under the
QOregon Forest Practices Act, and that FERC
require such compliance as conditions in its
license Of particular concern is the project’s
anticipated impact on the great-blue heron,
Although this species is protected by law
through the FPA, in association with forest
operations, it is not addressed as a special
status species in the EIS. It isincluded in the
general bird section for wading birds (e.g.,
page 4-501), but because it is a special status
bird in Oregon on forested lands, the DEIS
should be modified to address them within
the Special Status species section,

Furthermare, these protection standards
need to be addressed throughout the EIS.
Activities such as timber harvest operations
that occur near a known site of one of these
species may require a written plan to address
how the operation will be conducted to avoid
a conflict with the wildlife site. Exceptions to

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl

Continued, page 150 of 241

SA1-219
SA1-220
SA1-221

BA1-]

SA1-219

SA1-230

The requirement for Notifications has been added to section 4.4.3.
This has been corrected.

Information has been added to the FEIS. The applicant is required
to meet the requirements of all laws, as stated in section 1.5.1.
Section 1.5.4.5 states ODF is responsible for monitoring
compliance with the State Forest Practices Act and that the
applicant must obtain approval from the State Forester for its
activities. The applicant is seeking an Incidental Take Permit for
marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl from USFWS.
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665-0120). Written plans
which describe how forest
will be d d

the FPA rules for spotted owls, marbled
murrelets, or bald eagles may apply if the
li has a valid Incidental Take Permit

to avoid a conflict may also be
required for operations near
known sites of marbled
murrelets under OAR-629-
0170(5){d) or DAR-629-
0190(2). Similarly, written
plans may be required for
operations near certain band-
tailed pigeon mineral springs
or golden eagle nest sites
under OAR-623-0170(5)(a) or
OAR-629-0190(1).

from the USFWS (or equivalent permit type
for bald eagles under the Bald and Golden
Eagle Act). Other exceptions would need to
be addressed through a Plan for Alternate
Practice which must indicate how the
operation will be conducted to result in a net
equal or greater outcome for the species in
question. The DEIS should be modified to
correct these deficiencies.

Val. 4, Section 7
page 4-6358, pp 2

This section indicates that the
Pacific Connector pipeline
project will go through or near
known nest patches of
spotted owls.

Forest operations on non-federal lands near a
known nest site of a spotted owl may require
a Written plan or Plan for Alternate Practice.
This may include a requirement to designate
a 70-acre core area of suitable spotted owl
habitat, as described in rule in OAR 629-665-
0210{1}{a}. Exceptions to the FPA rules for
spotted owls may apply if the applicant has a
valid Incidental Take Permit from the USFWS.
Other exceptions would need ta be
addressed through a Plan for Alternate
Practice which must indicate how the
operation will be conducted to result in a net
equal or greater outcome for the species in
question. The DEIS should be modified to
correct these deficiencies.

10

Val. 4, Section 7
page 4-675 ppl

This section describes “other
special status species”. The
FPA and species that receive
protection under the FPA are
not included in this section,

Farestry recommends the DEIS add the
Oregon Department of Forestry and species
protected under the Forest Practices Actto
this section.

11

Table O-3

Appendix O, Table O-3 lists
special status marine mammal
and terrestrial wildlife species
that may occur near the JCE &
PCGP Project. Special status
under the Forest Practices Act
is not included in this table.

Farestry recommends the DEIS indicate
which “State” species are also addressed
under the Forest Practices Act in this section.
These species include Osprey, Great-Blue
Heron (currently missing from the EIS
analysis), northern spotted owl, bald eagle,
marbled murrelet, golden eagle, and band-
tailed pigeon (mineral springs only).

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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SAl

Continued, page 151 of 241

SA1-222

SA1-22

SA1-223
SA1-224

SA1-224

The applicant is required to meet the requirements of all laws, as
stated in section 1.5.1. Section 1.5.4.5 states ODF is responsible for
monitoring compliance with the State Forest Practices Act and that
the applicant must obtain approval from the State Forester for its
activities. The applicant is seeking an Incidental Take Permit for
northern spotted owl from USFWS.

Information has been added to the FEIS.
Information has been added to the FEIS.
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SA1-225 FERC does not permit or regulate this facility. It would be
authorized under the ODEQ-EFSC. See section 2.2.2. Seismic
hazards for the Jordan Cove site are discussed in section 4.2.1.3.

SA1-226 Comment noted.

SA1-227 Comment noted. As stated in section 4.1.3.4 of the DEIS, Jordan
Cove would be required to satisfy the design requirements of
Oregon State Specialty Code. See also response to IND1-4.

SA1-228 Comment noted.

SA1-229 Comment noted.

SA1-230 Comment noted.
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camments should be recorded and addressed by the applicant as part of the FERC review
process to adequately disclose the risks to the public and decision-makers,

Co-seismic hazards at the site of the Jordan Cove LNG terminal facility may be substantial and
could include: co-seismi bsid tsunami inundation and scouring/erosion, tsunami debris
impact, settlement, liquefaction, and lateral spreading. Since most of the propased hazard
mitigation {e.g. tsunami berms, etc.) are proposed to be built on the ground subject to all of
these co-seismic hazards, the evaluation and mitigation of these hazards well beyond the tank
foundations are critical so that the site does not have cascading failures. Co-seismic hazards
along the pipeline may also be substantial and could include: landslides, co-seismic
tsunami inundation and scouring/erosion, tsunami debris impact, settlement, liquefaction, and
lateral spreading. The existing large deep landslides in the coast range can be tensto hundreds
of feet deep. Recent studies of existing large deep landslide movements triggered by future
large subduction zone earthquakes, estimate displacements will be of tens of feet. The DEIS
should be modified to disclose and analyze this information to determine and require
appropriate mitigation.

Since construction may involve hundreds to thousands of people and last years, we recommend
evaluation of the geologic hazards which could affect safety and |ife safety of these people during
the construction period. For ple, how will the appli provide |ife safety from tsunami
during the construction period, prior to the implementation of the final long-term tsunami
mitigation? The DEIS should disclose and analyze this risk and evaluate appropriate mitigation.
‘We further recommend that state agency regulatory staff be funded and hired to ensure
adequate public safety and environmental protection during the construction and operational
life of the facility.

‘We anticipate many landslides and earthquake fault crossings alongthe proposed pipeline route,
Qur statewide landslide information database (SLIDO 3.2) app to have hundreds of landslid
along the generalize pipeline route. This number should be considered a minimum, because the
existing mappingin 5LIDO 3.2 along the route is not lidar based and some of our recent studies
in small portions of the Oregon Coast Range Mountains have found thousands of unmapped
landslides. Therefore SLIDO is likely missing hundreds to thousands of landslides. The DEIS should
be corrected to disclose this likelihood; analyze best means of mitigation and require such
measures to appropriately reduce potentially significant environmental impacts to less than
significant levels. We also d the map the landslides using lidar data along the
pipeline route.

Appendix DOGAMI:

Proposed South Dunes Power Plant, Coos County, Oregon, Revised (RAl-1) Pre-Application for
Site Certificate [ASC) Appendix Review by DOGAMI (October 14, 2014)

Proposed South Dunes Power Plant, Coos County, Oregon, Revised (RAI-2) Pre-Application for
Site Certificate [ASC) Appendix Review by DOGAMI (November 21, 2014)

Carlson Geotechnical, Geotechnical Peer Review — Jordan Cove LNG Praject, Coos County,
Oregon (February 3, 2015}
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SA1-231

SAl

Continued, page 153 of 241

SA1-231

SA1-232
SA1-233

Comment noted. Seismic hazards for the Jordan Cove site are
discussed in section 4.2.1.3 of the EIS. See section 4.2.1.4 for a
discussion of site-specific geotechnical investigations and hazard
analysis for the proposed facility. Also see response to comment
PM3-46. See section 4.2.2.2 of the EIS for seismic setting and
hazards for the pipeline.

Comment noted.

See EIS section 4.2.2.2 on Landslides which describes that
published maps, digital data, aerial photographs, and LiDAR were
used as part of the investigation effort. Surface reconnaissance was
also performed on moderate to high risk, deep seated landslides.
Also see our recommendation that Pacific Connector should
provide final monitoring protocols and/or mitigation measures for
landslides.
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SA1-234  Typically, if the Commission does authorize the Project, that
authorization would include conditions that must be met prior to

construction. This would include meeting permitting requirements
under the CZMA.
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ensure that state program requirements have been fully considered and incorporated into any final
federal decision. The impl i gulations of the CZMA clearly anticipate and authorize state
imposed conditions to modify a project in order to achieve consistency. Specifically, the provisions of 15
CFR 930.62(d), state: "During the period when the State agency is reviewing the consistency
certification, the applicant and the State agency should attempt, if necessary, to agree upon conditions,
which, if met by the applicant, would permit State agency concurrence, The parties shall also consult
with the Federal agency responsible for approving the federal license or permit to ensure that the
proposed conditions satisfy federal as well as nent progr qui [see also § 930.4)."
15 CFR § 930.4 further states: “Federal agencies, applicants, persons and applicant agencies should
cooperate with State agencies to develop conditions that, if agreed to during the State agency's
consistency review period and included in a Federal agency’s final decision under subpart Corina
Federal agency’s approval under subparts D, E, F or | of this part, would allow the State agency to concur
with the federal action.”

SA1-234
Cont'd

Given that the federal consistency review could result in state-imposed conditions to modify the project,
it is essential that the FERC know the outcome of this review before issuing a decision. To make a

ditional d ion in ad of the ion of the i Yy review creates the risk of
inconsistent federal and state decisions in the event that state and federal conditions conflict. Such an
outcome would be contrary to the purpose of the CZMA.

Based on these requirements of the CZMA, DLCD req that the rec ded condition at section
4.1.1.2 be eliminated. The DEIS should instead state in clear language at section 4.1.1.2 and at 4.1.2.2
that, pursuant to CZMA § 307 (c}{3){A), the FERC cannot and will not issue the requested authorizations
until DLCD has concurred with the applicant’s consistency certification.

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments 152
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SA1-235

Page 4-872 in Section 4.11.5 of the DEIS states: “Pacific Connector
indicated that about 31 miles of the June 2013 proposed pipeline
route has not yet been inventoried; mostly for lack of access. In
addition, 74 TEWAs, 3 UCSAs, 5 quarries or rock disposal areas,
11 yards, 1 PAR, 11 TARs, and 280 segments of existing access
roads that would be improved remain to be inventoried.”

The statement: "the recommendations in the reports need to be
federal determinations for us to concur with them or not" is not true.
The Oregon SHPO has in the past consistently commented in
response to survey reports submitted by the applicants.
Consultations with the SHPO is documented in section 4.11.1.1 of
the DEIS. Our determinations are provided in section 4.11.3.1. On
page 4-870 of the DEIS we wrote: “We find both sites 35CS221
and 35CS227 to be of undetermined NRHP eligibility pending
additional investigations, as recommended by the cultural
resources consultants and concurred with by the SHPO.” Table
4.11.3.2-1 listed site 35CS26 as a previously recorded
archaeological site tested by HRA in 2013 with negative results,
therefore it should not be considered eligible for the NRHP.
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SA1-236  This statement is not true, so no deficiency needs to be corrected.
First, although the SHPO has had the opportunity to comment on
the Project multiple times (see section 4.11.1.1 of the DEIS), it
never requested a stand-alone survey of the built environment.
However, HRA addressed standing historic structures in its July
2009 survey report (see sections 3.4 & 4.2.6-7 of Vol. 1, part 1 of
that report). The SHPO accepted that report in a letter dated
September 29, 2009.

SA1-237 Comment noted.
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SA1-238  The map has been updated.

SA1-239 Information has been added.
SA1-240 Information has been added.
SA1-241 Information has been added.
SA1-242 Information has been added.
SA1-243 Information has been added.
SAl1-244 Information has been added.
SA1-245 Information has been added.
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SA1-246
SA1-247

9 2.1.1.14 (Page 2-30) | Does not address requirement Morth Point Work Force Housing Project will
Temporary for Proprietary Authorizations require Sand & Gravel Lease/license for
Construction Use royalties for state-owned materials on site.
Areas Mo Application submitted.

10 |2.1.2.1 |page 2-30} | Does notaddress Proprietary Easements for crossings on
Pipeline Authorizations that would be submerged/submersible and upland

required for areas where properties are required. Applications

pipeline crosses DSL owned submitted and under review [App 56481,

property 38495, 56495, 56404, 56484, 56420, 36483,
56482, 56522 and 56518). *Rogue River
crossing is under appeal on the ruling of
navigability.

11 | 2.1.2.1{page2-30) Does not address Proprietary Easements required for additional
Pipeline Authorizations that would be temporary work areas within Haynes Slough

required for other areas invelved | and also upland Trust property (Jackson
in proposal, County). Applications submitted and under
review [APP 56516 and 56517).

12 | 2.2.5 (Page 2-81) In describing the Port's future It should be clarified that Henderson marsh

Port Activities intermodal container complex, it | is a large wetland area and is west of Jordan
describes Henderson Marsh Cove’s marine slip. Development of this
being on the east side of Jordan | concept would likely require regulatory and
Cove's marine slip. proprietary authorizations,

13 | 2.3.1 (Page 2-82) Does not address the possible Special Use and/or Waterway Lease may be
Jordan Cove need for exclusion zones that required for possible exclusion zones.
Liquefaction Project | may be needed for plant,

Facilities pipeline and vesse| security that
2.3.2 [Page 2-83) would require Proprietary
Pacific Connector Authorization.

Pipeline

14 | 2.41.1 (Page 2-93) | Does not address Proprietary Easement would be required for proposed
Morth Point Authorizations that would be bridge between the islands of the Workforce
Workforce Housing | required to develop the Complex crossing state-owned tidal
Complex workforce housing complex h |s. No applicati bmitted

15 | 2.41.1 [Page 2-93) Does not identify the necessary Sand & Gravel lease/license required for
Morth Point Proprietary Authorizations royalties for state-owned materials on site.
Warkforce Housing Mo application submitted.

Complex

16 | 2.4.1.2 (Page 2-95) Does not provide current status S-year Wharf Registration was issued Oct. 1,
Other Pre- of relevant Proprietary 2010 for Construction Dock area (APP
Construction Authorizations. 435883). May need to be revised with change
Activities and to export option and barge dock redesign.
Temporary
Canstruction
Facilities

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments
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o SA1-248
SA1-249
. SA1-250
SA1-251
SA1-252
SA1-253

SA1-253

Information has been added.
Information has been added.
Information has been added.
Information has been added.

Security issues, including potential exclusion zones, are addressed
in section 4.13. The possible need for additional leases has been
added to the land use section 4.1

Information has been added.
Information has been added.
Information has been added.
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17

4.13.6.4 (Page 4-
950}

Coast Guard
Recommendations

Does not address the possible
need for exclusion zones that
may be needed for vesse|
security that would require
Proprietary Authorization.

Special Use and/or Waterway Lease may be
required for possible exclusion zones.

for impacts related to the Jordan
Cove LNG Terminal

18 | 1.51-1(Pgl-30) Inaccuracies in table. Correct Errors: Update table 1.5.1-1 [Pg 1-
30} as follows:
Authority Agency Action for Jordan Cove Status
or Padfic Pipefine
ORS 196.795-9%0 Approve removal and fill of Jordan Cove LNG Terminal Application 54908-
OAR141-85 material in waters of the state RF-deemed complete pending land

management signature-public review will be
coordinated with Pacific Connector Gas
Pipeline {PCGP) application and is anticipated
in 2015,

Easements OAR 141-122 Jordan Cove 40-year easement issued to Weyerhaeuser in
Trust and Non-Trust Lands | Pipeline Outfall — Ocean 1984 [APP 51608) being transferred to Port of
—Jordan Cove {sulk d lands) Coos Bay.

Jordan Cove - Scour Apron,
Access Channel (submerged
lands)

30-year easement issued to Port of Coos Bay,
July 2012 (APP 43982).

Jordan Cove - Railroad bridge
crossing Coos Bay (submerged
lands)

30-year easement issued to the Port of Coos
Bay in 2003 (APP26208).

Jordan Cove — bridge crossing
between locations at Workforce
Housing (sut -ged lands)

Requires easement from DSL to Jordan Cove.

Jordan Cove — Eel grass
conservation easement for
mitigation [sub d lands)

Port of Coos Bay applied for easement under
OAR 141-122 in 2010, authorization not
completed {APP 38462).

ORS 196.795-990
QAR 141-85
OAR141-30

Approve removal and fill of
material in waters of the state
for impacts related to the Pacific
Connector Gas Pipeline (PCGP)

PCGP Application 54484-RF- completeness
under review -public review anticipated in
2015.

An updated wetland delineation report is
required for the pipeline alignment.

Easements OAR 141-122
Trust and Mon-Trust Lands
= Pacific Pipeline

Pacific Pipeline = Haynes Inlet
pipeline
(submerged lands)

Easement applied for (APP 56481) and under
review.

Pacific Pipeline = Haynes Inlet
extra work area
{sulk d lands)

Easement applied for (APP 56516) and under
review.

Pacific Pipeline — Kentuck Slough
ipeline (sub d lands)

Easement applied for (APP 56495) and under
review.

Pacific Pipeline — Coos River
pipeline (submerged lands)

Easement applied for (APP 55494) and under
review.
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SA1-254
SA1-255

Information has been added.
Information has been added.
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Pacific Pipeline — Vogel Creek
pipeline
{submerged/submersible lands)

Easement applied for (APP 56492) and under
review.

Pacific Pipeline = Lillian Creek
pipeline

{suk d/submersible lands)

Easement applied for (APP 55484) and under
review.

Pacific Pipeline = Lillian Creek
tributary pipeline
{submerged/submersible lands)

Easement applied for (APP 56490) and under
review.

Pacific Pipeline = Stock Slough
pipeline
{sut d/submersible lands)

Easement applied for (APP 55483) and under
review.

Pacific Pipeline — Catching
Slough pipeline

d/submersible lands)

Easement applied for (APP 56482) and under
review.

Pacific Pipeline — Rogue River
pipeline
{submerged/submersible lands)

Easement applied for (APP 56522) and under
review. This section of the Rogue River is
under appeal as to navigability.

Pacific Pipeline — upland pipeline
Trust Lands — Jackson County

Easement applied for (APP 56518) and under
review. May require timber cruise, according
to ODF practices, for merchantable timber.

Pacific Pipeline — upland,
temporary work area
Trust Lands — Jackson County

Easement applied for {APP 56517) and under
review. May require timber cruise, according
to ODF ices, for F ble timber.

Sand & Gravel
Lease/Licenses
OAR141-014

Jordan Cove — Scour Apron,
Access Channel

Sand & Gravel License required for the
removal of and royalties, if applicable, for
state-owned material. Applied in 2010 (APP
43984), not finalized.

Jordan Cove — Marine Slip

Sand & Gravel License required for royalties
for state-owned materials on site. No
application submitted.

Jordan Cove — Workforce
Housing

Sand & Gravel License required for royalties
for state-owned materials on site. No

Lease and Registrations
QAR 141-082

Jordan Cove — Wharf registration

S-year Wharf Registration issued Oct. 1, 2010
for Construction Dock area (APP 43983) and
will need to be recertified. If activities on the
dock are proposed that do not meet the
wharf exemption, a waterway lease may be

Special Uses

Jordan Cove —Short Term Access

May require Short Term Access Agreement to

OAR141-125 Agreement do work within mitigation area of tidally
Kentuck Slough mitigation influenced water, depending on final design.

Special Use Terminal and possible pipeline May require leasing of state-owned lands for

OAR141-125 exclusion zones exclusion zone purposes, depending on final

design.
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SA1-258

The Project does not including moving utilities onto the highway
easement.

The Project does not including moving utilities onto the highway
easement.

As it states in section 1.5.1, the applicants must comply with state
permitting requirements, laws and regulations. It is their
responsibility to do this, any decision by the Commission would be
conditioned on meeting these requirements.
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< All pipe crossings of the highway shall be properly cased or for uncased pipeline
crossings, a ial i in the pipeline design standards will be required.

< In no instance shall the pipeline be installed in an open trench across a state highway
{more details follow).

< In no instance shall the pipeline attach to or be suspended within highway bridge
structures.

o Highway access to all pipeline surface structures and assemblies, such as but not limited
to gate valves and monitoring equipment, shall comply with OAR 734 Division 051. A
preferred location for pipeline surface structures and assemblies is to be placed outside
state highway right-of-way.

Temporary access locations, used for construction activities, shall also comply with OAR
734-051. Medifications appropriate to provide safe operation shall be constructed at all
temporary access locations, prior to construction usage. Safety modifications must be
removed; and the highway and access points shall be returned to their original condition
upon completion of construction activities.

< Applicant must address specific site concerns associated with their terminal and pipeline
route and associated project facilities, These concerns shall be addressed to the
satisfaction of the appropriate Oregon Department of Transportation District offices
prior to issuance of a permit to perform work within the state's right-of-way.

< Annually, or as changes dictate, updated emergency contact information (names and
phone numbers) shall be delivered to each ODOT District Manager in which the terminal
and pipeline and associated project facilities may affect state highway operations and
maintenance activities.

The DEIS should identify that developers, here, the Project Applicants, have the sole responsibility to
ensure that all required environmental statutes and codes are completely met. The Project Applicants
are responsible to secure all state, federal, and local permits and clearances as required under federal,
state, and local statutes or codes for all areas within ODOT right-of-way that are impacted by the
development, and the DEIS should disclose these requirements.

The DEIS should disclose that all impacts to the traveling public on state highways must be approved by
the ODOT local District office(s). Utility coordination will be the responsibility of the developers. The
terminal and pipeline projects will need to provide traffic mitigation for all state highways affected, and
the mitigation approved by ODOT prior to and for the duration of the impact.

Specific Comments
Specific comments about elements of the DEIS are as follows:

Highway Classification

The information provided in the DEIS raises numerous concerns that warrant further analysis. Of key
importance is the categorization of “federal roads” and “non-federal roads.” It is unclear what roads are
included as "non-federal roads”. The DEIS should so clarify. A permit from ODOT is required for any
work on a highway that is part of the state highway system, including but not limited to Interstate
highways, other highways on the National Highway System, and routes on the federal-aid highway
system. It would be prudent to specifically identify these reads categorized as part of the National
Highway System, State Highway System, County Highway System, and local or private roads. Properly
identifying the correct highway classification is necessary to submit permit requests to the correct
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SA1-260

SA1-261

SA1-260

SA1-261

As it states in section 1.5.1, the applicants must comply with state
permitting requirements, laws and regulations. It is their
responsibility to do this, any decision by the Commission would be
conditioned on meeting these requirements. Also see section
4.10.2.3, the applicant must consult with ODOT regarding road
impacts and prepared a revised transportation management plan if
there are substantial comments.

Impacts to the traveling public are discussed in section 4.10. Also
see section 4.10.2.3, the applicant must consult with ODOT
regarding road impacts and prepared a revised transportation
management plan if there are substantial comments.

Federal roads refers to BLM and Forest Service roads.
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SA1-262 Information has been added.

agency and to disclose to the public and decision-makers the full range of impacts resulting from the

proposed action. SA1-263  Information has been added.
Mot all of the highways listed on DEIS page 4-846, "Major state and federal highways that would be SA1'264 Information on traffiC haS been Updated. It iS the appl icant'S
e e e | ORI | o2 responsibility to meet state permitting requirements, any decision
«  Highway 227 (Tiller Trail) (MP 94.7) in Douglas County is shown in error as a state highway and is by the Commission would be conditioned on meeti ng these
under Douglas County Jurisdiction. ODOT's jurisdiction would only apply to highways that are .
part of the state highway system including Interstate highways. req ul I’ementS.
= State Highway 241 was omitted and should be added to the Coos County section. . .
o Inaddition, ODOT's Midland Highway 420 (Tingley Lane] is also missing from this section of the SA1-265 Information on traffic has been updated.

DEIS and should be included.

Permits, Approvals, ond Consultations

Although ODOT is listed in Table 1.5.1-1 (Page 1-31), the initiotion of Consultetions and Permit Stotus
column should be expanded to include “Applications for ODOT Approach and Utility Permits” to be
submitted with enough advance notice, which could be up to 12 months or more depending on
individual District requirements, prior to construction activities to insure adequate time to review the
specific proposals. Sufficient time is needed in order to ensure ODOT Districts have sufficient time to
review the specific proposals, and for the developer to incorporate and construct mitigation measures
as needed prior to uses occurring on ODOT facilities and right-of-way.

SA1-262

Beginning on DEIS Page 1-48, Section 1.5.4 State Agency Permits and Approvals, ODOT is missing from
the section and should be included, primarily to describe the processes we've outlined in these
comments to reflect needed permits and approvals by the project. The Project Applicant should ensure

their proposals for permitting through ODOT confl to the dards and included herein.
Transportation permits may include, but are not necessarily limited to, approach permits and
coordination, utilities permits and coordination, and over-di ional trip permits for over-size loads

{see following for more detail).

Traffic Access and Mitigation

Traffic analysis information provided in the DEIS is not consistent with ODOT | ian, or is missing
entirely. This information should be ¢ d and submitted prior to app | from ODOT and then
displayed appropriately in the DEIS prior to public review. Additionally, traffic mitigation during
construction that would disrupt traffic operations must be approved prior to permit issuance. SA1-784

Access to the LNG terminal, as well as access to the pipeline connector compression station, will require
an up-to-date traffic impact analysis (TIA) be submitted by the developers, per OAR 734-051-3030{4).

The data presented in the DEIS concerning the TIA in the area of the LNG terminal and associated
facilities is outdated and does not reflect the current proposals and findings of the additional 2014
addendums that ODOT has been commenting on over the last several years. These new proposals,
including a2 workforce housing area with busing of the workers and other earthwork proposals,
substantially change the findings of the 2008-2010 TIA used in this DEIS for the terminal project, Other
traffic impact analysis information is either incorrect, inconsistent/not up to date, or missing entirely in
the DEIS.

SA1-265
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SA1-266 Information on traffic has been updated.

SA1-267 Information on traffic has been updated.

SA1-268  The Executive Summary does not contain information on any
permits, and we do not feel that it is an appropriate place to discuss
permits (i.e., no change made). This permit requirement is
discussed in Chapter 1 and the transpiration section (i.e., Section
4.10).

SA1-269 Comment noted.

SA1-270 Comment noted.

SA1-271 Information on traffic has been updated.

SAl1-272 This information has been included.
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Pipeline Bullding/Trenching and Depth

DEIS page 4-846 indicates that open cutting of the roadway would be done with an effort to retain at
least one lane of traffic; however, complete closure of the road may be necessary, ODOT generally does
not allow Interstate highways, or any state highway, to be completely closed to accommodate a utility
installation, including pipeline facilities. Also, freight mobility notification requirements would have to
be met by the permit holder before the state highways could be closed or the size/weight of vehicles
using the highway is restricted. The DEIS should disclose this information,

The proposed burial methods and pipeline depth information provided in the DEIS do not conform to
ODOT's standard requirements, below. The second paragraph in DEIS Section 4.10.2.3 Roads Crossed by
the Pipeline describes that Highway 66 would be crossed via "open cuts”. All ODOT highways are

required to be crossed via boring, directional drilling, or other t: ling techniques. Developers must
work with ODOT Districts and receive approval prior to any digging activities on or along ODOT right-of-
way.

ODOT requires the pipeline to be installed with a minimum of 10 feet of cover, below the lowest ditch
bottom (for all Districts) where the pipeline would cross QDOT facilities, including Interstate facilities,
This requirement conflicts with standard pipeline figures and information displayed in the DEIS.
Additionally, depth information provided in the DEIS is inconsistent throughout the DEIS.

Additionally, the pipeline design team will need to submit calculations that insure that the pipe wall
thickness, at all highway crossings, is increased so that bursting pressure meets or exceeds the "49 CFR
PART 192, Class 3" standards, for a Potential Impact Radius (PIR} > 900 feet. Note that the DEIS Tables
4,13.9.1.1 and 4,13,9.1.2 should be medified to reflect this calculation,

Utility Coordination

Utility relocation requires approval and coordination with ODOT for any work infacross/under ODOT
right-of-way if not otherwise included in permit requests. Specific utility relocation requests will be
handled through the appropriate ODOT District office. Any permit issued by ODOT would be issued to
the utility company that owns the utility line or facility, not to their contractor. If Pacific Connector is
the utility owner, then the permit would be issued to them. The DEIS should disclose this information.
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SA1-273

SA1-274

SA1-275

SA1-276
SA1-277

Pacific Connector would obtain all necessary permits from
applicable county, state, or federal agencies responsible for public
roads to be crossed. Typically, major roadways would be crossed
by horizontal boring or HDD underneath the roadway so that there
would be no disruption to traffic.

Comment noted. Pacific Connector would obtain all necessary
permits from ODOT for state highways to be crossed.

Comment noted. Pacific Connector would design state highway
crossings to meet ODOT requirements and obtain all necessary
permits from ODOT for state highways to be crossed. The FEIS
has been updated as appropriate to make this clear.

This information has been included.
Comment noted.
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SA1-278  Water rights associated with stream crossings are listed in table
4.4.2.2-6. Most private landowners have not permitted the
applicant to survey their land, therefore the actual crossing method
and exact locations are not know at this time. This information on
water rights and crossing methods would be updated once surveys
and design are completed. The State will likely require site-specific
crossing plan as part of their permitting process.

SA1-279 This information has been added to the FEIS.

SA1-280  Asstated in section 1.5.1, the applicant must meet state permitting
requirements, this includes WRD licensing requirements.
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diverted for use outside the
basin of origin except in the
compliance with ORS 537.801 =A1-260
to 537.860, including, if Contd
applicable, the prior approval
of the Legislative Assembly
under ORS 537.810.”
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Department of Environmental Quality

i Oregon

Western Region Eugene Office
145 East 7th Avenue, Suite 100
Tahin &, Kitzhaber, MO, Governor Eugene, OR 5401
(541) 696-7B38
FAX (541) 886-7551
TTY 711
September 12, 2011
Randy Miller
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeling, LP
295 Chipeta Way

Salt Lake City, UT 84108

RE:  Resp to Pacific Ce 's Thermal Analysls-ODEQ Concurrence Request

U5, Army Corps of Engineers permit numbers 2007-00855 and 2008-00592

Dear Randy,

The Oregon Dep t of Envir | Quality (DEQ) Is processing the Jordan Cove/Pacific
Connector Joint permit application for a §401 water quality certification through issuance of the
.5, Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) public notice In 2009, We requested additional
Information about the project In March 2010 and have recelved your responses in several
reports over the past year. One outstanding lssue Is evaluating th | impacts from the
rernoval of vegetation for the construction of the pipeline.

ODEQ has been working with GeoEngineers for several manths to determine thermal impacts
to waterbodies. We appreciate GeoEngineer's memo outlining their thermal modeling efforts
and seeking guldance on pollcy Issues, The palicy issues Include 1) our determination of Pacific
Connector as a nonpoint source fer thermal loading, 2) use of shade as surrogate for thermal
loading, 3) quantify thermal Impacts using DEQ's shade-a-latar model, 4) develapment of
source-specific Implementation plan , and 5) avallabllity of human use allowance.

Pacifie C ctor Desij d as a Nonpolnt Source

Oregon Adminlstrative Rules {OAR) 340-042-0030(7} defines a "Source” as any process,
practice, activity or resulting condition that causes or may cause pollution or the introduction of
pollutants to a waterbody. As a saurce, responsible entities are required to develop a Source-
Specific Implementation Plan, The required el of an Impl plan are described
in OAR 340-042-0080 {1-4). The plan should identify sensitive areas and incorporate low Impact
management approaches for malntenance and construction activities,

As a Source, with a Source Specific implementation Plan, ODEC can Include the pipeline
corridor In existlng NPS thermal load allocations. Adding Paciftc Connector asa new NP5 ta an
existing Total Maximum Dally Load {TMOL) and Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) wili
require a public notice and public comment period relating only to the addition of the source.
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When a TMDL is revised In this manner it must be submitted to the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA] for thelr review.

Where TMDL thermal load allocations have not yet been established, ODEQ's 401 Water
Quality Certification will require the development of a Water Protection Plan, consistent with a
Source Specific Implementation Plan, and'a mitigation plan to address project impacts on
thermal loading. When TMDLs are completed Pacific Connector will be identified as a NPS.

Effective Shade as a Surrogate
When a TMDL establishes a correlation between surrogate measures and a pollutant, Oregon
Administrative Rules allow ODEQ to use surrogate measures to estimate allocations for the
pollutant. ODEQ may use one or more surrog for a poll that is difficult to

- measure ar highly variable. A surrogate measure is closely refated to the pollutant, and may be
easier to monitor and track. Nonpoint source {NPS) temperature load allocations use effective
shade as a surrogate measure and are protective year-round. TMDL effective shade curves
identify site potential shading based upon stream geometry and mature site potential
vegetative features and translate NPS solar radiation loads into hle stream side
vegetatlon targets.

Because near stream vegetation Is identifled as the primary influence on stream shading, TMDL
cffectlve shade curves assume that topographical shade Is a secondary Influence,
Topographical shade Is held at zero and as such Is not integrated into ODEQ effective shade
curves. These effective shade curves represent flat-plane shading targets. ODEQ utilizes the
tool “shade-o-later” to develop effective shade targets. (Information about the tool Is found at

the following link: http://www.deq state.or.us/wa/ftrading/trading.htmiToo.)

ODEQ wants Paciflc Connector to apply shade as a surrogate to temperature and identlfy near
term and long term impacts to shade and subsequently thermal loading. For your results to be
directly comparable to TMDL shade curves the assessment approach must parallel the
approach taken by ODEQ, If you wish to incorporate topographical shade features you will
need to develop new effective shade values for each reach that will be impacted by the project.
Al of the raw data utilized to conduct the thermal loading assessment, Inclusive of all data
fields required for the use of shade-a-lator, should be provided to ODEQ for verification.

Predictive Modeling: ODEQ temperature TMDLs incorporate Heat Source predictive modeling
to determine the natural thermal potential (NTP) of a waterbody. The NTP is utilized to derive
polnt source waste load allocations and to support water quality standards attalnment
analyses. The spatial extent of Heat Source modeling is limited by avallable informatlon and
DEQ resources. Where predictive modeling is conducted, topographical shade Is Incorporated.
The extent of predictive modeling for the Rogue, Umpqua, and Klamath Basin TMDLs is clearly
described in the TMOL documentation and focuses on larger order stream segments. It is our
under ling that the pipeline corridor will impact a significant number of small order stream
crossing not included as part of ODEQY Heat Source modeling efforts. (Infi lon about TMDLs
is at the following link: http://www.deq state.or.us/WQ/TMDLs/basinlist.htm.)

Oregon State Agency Consolidated Comments Agpendo: A3

W-2363 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS
20150213-5038 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/12/2015 8:33:05 BM SA1 Continued, page 172 of 241
CDEQ Response 1o Thermal Analysls
September 9, 2011
Page3al 5

Agricultural Lands: As TMDLs are develaped and implemented through time, the Department
will continue to work with the Oregon Department of Agricul {ODA) to Integrate shade
targets and show progress toward meeting these targets, This is an iterative process and area
specific water quality management plans and rules are reviewed by ODA for thelr adequacy
every two years, Recent clarifications of legal requirements relating to Coastal Zane Act
Reauthorization Amendments (CZARA) require the Department to work dlosely with QDA to
assure that implementation efforts on agricultural lands will meet TMODL shade targets. Your
project shade assessment should remain consistent throughout the landscape.

Canals and Ditches: PGCP should determine which erossings eceur In irrigation systems {canals
and ditches) which return flows to stream systems. Where return flows exist effective shade
targets have been assigned. Crossings located in areas where Irrigation systems do not return

water to streams in'anyseason can be elimi d from the shadi Itis highly
recommendad that you work with area specific Basin Coordinators to achleve agreement on
which crossings can be eliminated from shade

Ephemeral Streams: TMDLs apply to all Intermittent and perennial streams, TMOLs do not
apply to ephemeral waterbodies, The USGS defines these stream types as:

+ Perennial - a stream which flows continuously,

* Intermittent or seasonal - a streamn which flows only at certain times of the year when it
recelves water from springs or from some surface source such as melting snow in
mountainous areas, and

* Ephemeral — a drainage in which water flows only in direct response to precipitation,
and whose channel [s at all ttrmes above the water table,

Site Potentlal Vegetation: During TMDL development ODEQ consults local experts, examines
the composition and state of remnant stands, consults Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Level IV g getative ¢ les, and ch t | conditions to determine

site potentlal vegetative communities. Characteristics of local remnant stands and current
channel conditions are often utilized to refine the application of EPA Ecoregion infarmation.

OAR 340-42-0050 defines the public participation process. ODEQ designates a Local Advisory
Group (LAG) with experience and interest in a specific watershed or sub-basin to provide Input
durlng TMDL development. ODEQ incarporates LAG input when determining site potentlal
vegetative characteristics. Because of these factors, the approach taken to determine site
potential vegetative communitles varies within each TMDL throughout the state.

ODEQ Thermal Load Evaluation Requirements
= Pacific Connector should apply effective shade as a temperatura surrogate and Identify
near term and long term Impacts to effective shade.
* Pacific Connector sheuld development a shade impact assessment and mitigation
strategy based on estimated shade reductions resulting from construction impacts and

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments Appendix Al

W-2364 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS
20150213-5038 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/12/2015 8:33:05 PM SA1 Continued, page 173 of 241
ODEQ Response to Thermal Analysis
September 5, 2011
Page4of5
the loss of future effective shade resulting from | vaﬁatailun within

the pipeline right-of-way. Use of the shade-g-lotor tool, assuming fully clear shy
condltions on August 1, will facilitate the determination of project impacts on TMDLs

effective shade targets.

* Grouping or stratification of stream crossings based upon similar channel widths,
aspect, and/or i itles may help expedite this eval If crossing:
are grouped Paclfic Connector should clearly articulate the reasoning behind the
grouplng method.

«  Pacific Connector should present crossing assessment Information In the context of
tlered HUCs (7", 6%, 5", and 4™} so that latiy F can be d

« ODEQ strongly suggests that the thermal loading assessment and mitlgation plan be
presented in draft for concurrence prior to finalizing the thermal impacts assessment,
Identification of sensitive areas, and the mitigation plan.

ODEQ will review your findings to de 1} the magnitude of Imp at each crossing, 2)
crossings whera significant thermal Impacts may occur, 3} locations where more detalled
assessments would be useful, and 4) the sufficiency of proposed mitigation.

Source-specific Implementation Plan

Pacific Connector will be required to develop a Source-Specific Implementation Plan in part
detalling proposed mitlgation of increased thermal load. The Source-Specific Implementation
Plan Is a requirement under QAR 340-042-0030 and 0080. For waterbodies without approved
TMDLs, the 401 W Certification will Include the requirement for a Source-Specific
Implementation Plan, until a TMODL Is app d. This Impl lon Plan is subject to approval
by ODEQL ’

Increased thermal load mitigation requirements include:

* Onsite replanting of site potential vegetation in areas impacted by construction that lle
outside of the pipeline right of way,

*  Off site planting of site potential vegetation to mitigate Increased thermal loading for
areas Impacted by construction that lle outside of the pipeline right of way at a ratlo of
1:1, and

« Off site planting of site potential vegetation to mitigate increased thermal loading at a
2:1 ratlo for the managed pipeline right of way.

ODEQ Basin Coordinators may be able to provide information regarding high value thermal
mitlgation locations. Mitigation site conditions must be monitored closely to assure the
successful establishment of mature site potential vegetation through time.

Reserve Capacity/Human Use Allocations (HUA)

ODEQ apportions heat allocations to the equivalent of 0.30°C lative HUA. Slgnificant
variability in how the HUA Is partitioned exists between basins because it Is partitioned in a way
that addresses activities and conditions specific to the basin. Allocations and surrogate
effective shade targets are assigned to sources or groups of sources.
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TMOLs often identify an explicit allacation for reserve capacity. Reserve capacity allocations are
set aside for future growth and new, expanded, or unidentifled sources. Rigorous analyses are
required to support the assignment of reserve capacity and changes made to pollutant
allecations will require a public notice and public comment perlod relating to the addition of
the source and the proposed allocation of reserve capacity. If a TMOL is revised In this manner
it must be submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for review and approval.

The use of reserve capacity is guided in each TMDL, For more detalled infarmation about
reserve capacity allocation please reference basin specific TMDLs and contact the ODEQ Basin
Coordinator for the area.

ODEQ plans to review TMDLs as needed to include new sources or Designated Management
Agencles (DMAs). ODEQ does not plan to recalculate TMDL loading capacity and allocations
until it is determined that significant progress has been made toward attalining water quality
standards and/or surrogate measures. ODEQ would also consider reevaluating TMDL loading
capacity and allocations, subject to available resources, should new information become
avallable Indicating that the TMDL or Its associated surrogates should be modified.

We appreciate your efforts to quantify potential thermal Impacts associated with construction

and ce of your pipeline. If you have questions about our resp please contact our
project caordinator, Mary Camarata by email at camarata mary@deg state.or.us or by phone at
541-687-7435. .
Sincerely,

ch Loboy
TMOL Manuger

ct:  JonAmbrose, and Anne McDonald/GeoEngineers, 15055 SW Sequola Parkway, Suite
140, Portland, OR 97224

1 Gene Foster, Dave Belyea, Chris Stine, Pam Blake, Bilt Meyers, Steve Kirk, Dan Turner,
and Mary Camarata/DEQ
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ODFW Recommended Mitigation Actions: Coos, Coquille, Umpqua,

Table 1. Examples of projects with high to moderate ecological benefit for aguatic fish and wildlife

resources.

Oregon State Agency Consolidated Comments

33:05 PM

Appendix A:

Rogue and Klamath Watersheds

Ecalogically Beneficial Ecologically Beneficial
Aquatic Related Projects Upland Related Projects
Noted in DEIS MNoted in DEIS

Riparian planting riparian
enhancement; riparian
easements; etc.

Relocation of matrix to LSR

Fish Passage
Improvements

Noxious weed treatments

Large Wood instream

Road Closures

Relocation of matrix to LSR

Riparian planting riparian
enhancement; riparian
easements; etc.

Road decommissioning

Snag creation

Stream crossing repair

Riparian Vegetation
Management {thinning/Stack
and burn}

Road storm-proofing

Pre-commercial thinning
designed to improve mature
forest conditions

Road Surfacing

Upland LWD placement

Road Closures

Pre-commercial thinning
designed to improve mature
forest conditions

Riparian Vegetation
Management

{thinning/Stack and burn}

Planting for Mardon Skipper

Appendu

SAl

Continued, page 175 of 241

SA1-281

The proposed mitigation measures have been forwarded to the
applicant for consideration in their Habitat Mitigation Plan, and to
the BLM and Forest Service for consideration in their respective
mitigation plans.
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List 1. Potential projects to mitigate for aquatic resource impacts and sites in the Rogue River basin.

Streams crossed by pipeline

Little Butte Creek

1. Top RBFAT passage sites: Charlie; Bieberstad; Walcot; LBID site; Brown Ditch; Tucker Ditch; LEMD,
others

2. Funding for water leases with willing landowners

3. Fund replacement of county culvert on Bitterlick Creek

4. Riparian project on Eagle Point urban tributaries, especially the golf course near the visitor center

NF Uttle Butte Creek

1. Top RBFAT passage sites: Hanley; MID NFLE, others
2. Funding for water leases with willing landowners
3. Find and implement riparian projects

5F Little Butte Creek
1. Top passage sites: MID SFLB; Hoeft Ditch; Klingle Meyers; Ragsdale; Tonn Ditch; Burrell Ditch; Omega,

athers
2. Funding for water leases with willing landowners SA1-281
3. Find and implement riparian projects .':‘on-l';:l

4. Bank stabilization, fencing planting on West/Hodgkin properties

Salt Creek
1. Passage at C2 Cattle Ranch diversion, coho found higher in the system
2. Culvert replacement on tributaries.

Indian Creek

. Find and implement passage projects

. Funding for water leases with willing landowners

. Find and implement riparian projects

. Implement large wood projects on BLM land

. Implement outreach at Aunt Caroline’s Park in Shady Cove

I

WF Trail Creek

. Culvert replacement on West Fork and trib of West Fork at mill property
. Culvert replacement on Buck Rock Creek {ODOT).

. Culvert replacement on X trib near confluence of Trail Creek and Rogue.
. Funding for water leases with willing landowners

Large wood projects on BLM land on West Fork Trail

. Additional engineered wood structure on private land on West Fork Trail

L e

H riority summer steelhead steams (tribs of pipeline streams]
Lost Creek

1. Riparian fencing and planting project on ranch property

2. Riparian projects on other private above ranch

3. Large wood project on ranch property

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments Appendix Al
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Lake Creek
1. Riparian fencing and planting project on ranch property
2. Find and implement passage projects where applicable

Antelope Creek
1. Restoration on ODOT property at confluence with Little Butte Creek??? SA1-781
2. Find and implement passage projects Cont'd

3. Funding for water leases with willing landowners
4. Find and implement riparian projects

Other streams with hi otential for restoration
Big Butte Creek
1. Funding for water leases with willing landowners
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Tabde 2. Aguatic inthe Rogu
Admin
Unit Fifth Field ation Groug Project Name
Medfard Trail Creek Instream
BLM TradCreek  Aquaticand Riparian  LWD
Medford Road sediment
BLM TrallCreek  Road Swfacing reductian
Medfard Road sediment
BLM TrailCreek  Rosd storm preofing  reduction
Forest Road sediment
Service TrallCreek  Road storm preofing  reduction
Forest Road sediment
Service TrallCreek  Rd decommissioning  reduction
Medford Road sediment
B TradCreek  Rd decommissioning  reduction
Medford Shady
BLM Cove-RRt Aquatic and Riparian  LWD
Medford Shady Road sediment Road sediment
BLM Cove-RR reduction reduction
Medford Shady foad sadimant
BLM Cove-RR Road re surface reduction
Medford Road sedimant
BLM Eig Butte Road Surfacing reduction
Medford Road sedument Road sediment
BLM Litte Butte  reduction reduction
Medford Road sediment Road sediment
BLM Litthe Butte  reduction reduction
Farest
Service Little Butte  Aquatic and Riparian 5 Fik Little Butte LWD

A S2aa Agancy CHALALAAAS CEMMAFLS

Apnara

28

163

43

06

1.5

Quantity Unit

miles

miles

miles

miles

miles

miles

milles

miles

Ratignale

Lack of large wood and recruitment of LWD into
streams is a consistent factor Bmiting aquatic habitat

quality in all watersheds cressed by Pacific Connector.

Foad surfacing helps reduce sedimentation.
Storm-proafing restores hydraulic connectivity and
reduces sediment.

Stormeproofing restores hydraulic connectivity and
reduces sediment.

Reduces sedimentation and restores hydraulic
connectivity.

Feduces sedimentation and restores hydraulic
connectivity.

Lack of large wood and recruitment of LWD into
streams s a consistent factor lmiting aquatic habitat

quality in all watersheds crossed by Pacific Connector.

Improve existing roads.

Improve existing roads,

Reduces sedimentation and restores hydraulic
connectiity.

Resurface roads in the Ashland RA

Resurface roads in the Butte Falls RA

Plaring 75 pizces of LWD into the South Fork by
helicapter.

P

SA1

Continued, page 178 of 241
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Admin
Unit Filth Feld  Mitigation Group Project Name Cuantity Unit _ Rationale
Forest Road sediment Road
Service Little Butte  reduction decommissioning 5.2 miles Remove roads and re plant.
Medford Lintle Butte Cr Fish Screen Lost Creek diversion and build permanent
BLM Little butte  Aguatsc and Ripanan  Screen 1 site  dwersion structure
Leck of large wood and recruitrent of LWD inta

Medford Lost Creek Instream factor i habitat
BLM Little butte  Aguatic and Riparian  LWD &5 miles qualityin all watersheds crossed by Pacific Connector.
Medfard Road sediment Liatle Butte Cr road
BLM Littls butte  redustion impry. 3.5 miles Improve existing roads by restaring surface,
Madford Road sediment Litthe Butte Cr rd Remove roads to decrease sediment input in the
BLM Little butte  reduwctian decorm. 106 miles  Ashland RA.
Medford Road sediment Little Butte Cr rd Remave roads to decrease sediment input in the Butte
BLM Little butte  reduction decom. 24 miles Falls RA.

rossings tic habitats.
Forest Strearn aressing Restoration inchudes riparian plantings to offset impact
Sorvice Littls Butte  Aquatic and Riparian  decom. 32 sites  of shade remeval at pipeline ¥'s

List does not include terredtrial habitat improverments, fire suppression, or stand density fuel break matigation on faderal land
of LWDat

These actians are for offsite mitigatian anly. Gn site

Sregon Stete Agancy Consbdeted Comments

includes p

Agponin

ings et
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Table 3. Types of mitigation projects that could be conducted on purchased mitigation lands in Jacksan
County

Wedgeleaf Ceanothus brush clearing

Oak stand thi

Removal of small diameter conifers from oak stands

Controlled burns SA1-261

Cont'd

Travel management patrols

Repair of ground degraded by

Restoration of hardwood component in stands with
history of conifer

Noxious weed control

Placement of LWD in upland areas
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Table &, Upland baeations for proposed mitigation in Jacksan Couty.

ROW
Property ]
mlock by A Prior
unit o
Boseel Min 1
Boswrel Mtn. ]
came! Hump
[ 3
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B 4
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B 5
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[
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5 o
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Dbenchain A 8
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e
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e
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(13
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TIMBERLANDS
e
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INCAREOF
FORTST
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PARTNERS
FOREST
CAPITAL
PARTNERS
HANCOCK
FOREST
Mgmt.
HANCOCK
FORTST
Mgt
HANCOCK
EOREST
Mgt
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FOREST
Mgmt.

ary

INDEFEMDENCE
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VARCOLVLIE
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OR

Wi

wa

WA
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ACREAGE

10835

123

¥}

#

16024

10024

32

TM_MAPLOT

I
00

342W 16
900

ERTR 7T
34-1E-1500
3-1E-300
34-16-10-500
3418 10-500

351E- 2200

35-1E-6700

STEADD

EAST FVANS (R

EAST EVANS (R
D

CROWIOOT HD
CROWFOOT RD
CROWHIOT BD

CROWFOOT RD

CROWECOT BD

CBENCHAN AD

WORTHINGTON
mn

WORTHINGTON
m

VEG_NAME

Skkiyou-Serra mised
conifes foresd

Sikiyou Swenia mined
conifes forest

Skskiyou-Sierra mised
conifes fosed

Siskiyou-Serra mised
conifes fogest
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List 4. Information from ODA Noxious Weed Pragram identifying noxious weed issue locations.

Potential Noxious Weed Sites for Mitigation
Due to Proposed Pipeline Installation

Locations submitted by Oregon Department of Agricufture’s Noxious Weed Program on December 22,
2014 (Carri Piraska)

FUNDING FOR WEED ERADICATION ON LANDS OWNED BY ODA’'S PRIVATE PARTNERS WOULD NEED
TO BE COORDINATED THROUGH ODA TO PROTECT PRIVACY.

Potential Noxious Weed Sites for Mitigation due to Proposed Pipeline Installation {Jackson County)

Garlic Mustard on the banks of the Rogue River from Kelly Slough down through the Wild and Scenic
Section of the Rogue River

Dyer's woad along the |-5 corridor from the Califernia/Oregon border, up and over the Siskiyou Summit,
and to Exits into Ashland

Skeletonweed control along the I-5 corridar from the California/Oregon border to the Jackson/Josephine
County line and into Douglas County.

Japanese knotweed along the banks of tributaries feeding into the Rogue River throughout Jackson,
Josephine Counties.

Perennial pepper weed on the banks of Emigrant Lake.

Eurasian watermilfoil in the marina and sections of

Leafy spurge in the cities of Ashland and Medford.

Potential Noxious Weed Sites for due to Proposed Pipeline I llation (Douglas County)

Paterson’s Curse

Douglas County

10599 OId Highway 99, Dillard

3845 Roberts Mountain Road, Myrtle Creek

Distaff thistle

Douglas County

Happy Valley Area

3203 Happy Valley Road, Roseburg
1200 Buell Lane, Roseburg

515 Buell Lane, Roseburg

520 Buell Lane, Roseburg

Metz Hill/Green Valley Area

331 Metz Hill Road, Cakland
1600 Metz Hill Road, Oakland
1601 Metz Hill Read, Oakland
2945 Metz Hill Road, Dakland
7858 Green Valley Road, Oakland
7275 Green Valley Road, Oakland
7278 Green Valley Road, Oakland

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments Appendix A8
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791 Scott Road, Oakland

Glide Area

16909 North Bank Road, Roseburg

16400 North Bank Road, Roseburg

16988 North Bank Road, Roseburg

297 Single Tree Lane, Roseburg

2589 Sunshine Road, Roseburg

LoneRock Timberland Co. Ranches, several properties in Glide area

Dixonville Area

17047 Dixonville Road, Roseburg
15241, Dixonville Road, Roseburg
2126 5. Deer Creek Road, Roseburg
974 Brumbach Road, Roseburg

Myrtle Creek Area

3842 Roberts Mountain Road, Myrtle Creek
3845 Roberts Mountain Road, Myrtle Creek
4993 Clarks Branch Road, Roseburg

Umpqua Highway

10850 N. Umpgua Highway, Roseburg
17271 N. Umpqua Highway, Roseburg
10190 N. Umpgua Highway, Roseburg

Spurge laurel

Douglas County

Project location: {directions to the site)

1-5 South to exit 138/0akland; I-5 South to Exit 136 turn left onto Central follow central to Waite St turn
right follow Wait 5t down to stop sign turn right ento Southside Rd.

Project GPS, from heart of infestation:
Latitude: 24'45.01"N Longitude: 19°37.10"W - Spurge laure|

Japanese knotweed

Douglas County

Project location: (directions to the site)

Deer Creek: |-5 South to exit 124 turn right onto Harvard at light follow Harvard to Stephens follow
Stephens to Diamond Lake BLVD turn right follow Diamond Lake BLVD out to Buckhorn RD. (Myrtle Cr.}
I-5 South to exit 109 — N. Old Pacific HWY, turn left on N.W. 4™ Ave turn right onto Division St. stay on
Division 5t. until you come to the North Myrtle/ South Myrtle "Y" take a left —North Myrtle Rd.

Project GPS, from heart of infestation:
Latitude: 12°37.53"N Longitude: 15'41,58"W — Japanese knotweed

Portuguese broom
Douglas County

Oregon State Agency Consclidated Comments Appendix A0
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Project location: (directions to the site)
I-5 south Exit 155 on Anlauf Rd., to Cox Rd., then east to roads accessing the treatment area; or |-5 north
exit 154, then west under freeway to Anlauf Rd., then north to Cox Rd.

Project GPS, from heart of infestation:
Latitude: 38"18.72"N Longitude: 11'25.89"W Portuguese broom

Gorse
Douglas County
Gorse- Scattered sites around Douglas County; Map available upon request.

Project GPS, from heart of one infestation:
Latitude: 23°48.94"N Longitude: 18'08.78"W Gorse
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APPENDIX B:

ODFW Comment Related Supportive Figures, Tables, and Information.
{Including expanded comments on riparian concerns and recommendations)

Change in Intra-gravel Flow Associated with Increases in Fine
Sediment
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Figure 1. Change in intergravel flow of sediment {Reiser and White 1958).
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Coho Embryo Survival in Relation to Percent Fines
In Spawning Gravel
{reproduced from Hall and Lanz 1969)
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Figure 2. Coho embryo survival in relation to gravel embeddedness from Hall and Lanz 1969.
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SA1-282

The proposed mitigation measures have been forwarded to the
applicant for consideration in their Habitat Mitigation Plan, and to
the BLM and Forest Service for consideration in their respective
mitigation plans.
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have developed a water
temperature model to evaluate
the impacts of the projectat
specific stream crossings. Table
4.4.2.2-11 identifies through
modeling efforts that some
streams impacted by the PCGP
will be cooler following removal
of the riparian corridor, which is
not scientifically logical.

# OC Coho salmon production
across the pipeline route has
been significantly
deleteriously impacted by
histarical removal of
wegetation from the RMA.
Further impacts are
considered as highly
negative for this species as
well as Fall Chinook Salmon,
winter steelhead, and
Coastal Cutthroat Trout.
The DEIS identifies extensive
measures on federal lands
where RMA's are currently
considered in “Good”
condition to further improve
these stands. These
measures are noted by the
department, but will fully
fail to address damage to
RMA's on private lands.

.
The Department has repeatedly
raised concerns over inadequacy
of proposed riparian vegetation
buffers for the PCGP on non-
federal land. The proposed 25-
foot replanting zones on private
and state lands are not consistent
with county or state
requirements for riparian areas
which may also vary depending
on specific location within state
and private forest lands. Agreed
riparian buffers on federal land
are 100 ft. minimum. For
example, Douglas County Land

and allowed to regenerate from the OHW
mark to a distance of 50ft. minimum upslope
in the pipeline corridor. The Department
recommends:
+  Plants should include a minimum of
at least 3 shrub species and 2
hardwood and 2 conifer tree species
native to the location.
+ Plants should be installed from bare
root or preferred 1 gallon or 2 gallon
stack from a genetic source within 60
air miles and 1000ft. of elevation of
the site.
» Planting spacing should be 3ft.
maximum and continue upslope.
* (Note: The department recognizes
the need for the pipefine to maintain
o maint corridor, dingly
the above recommendations in A, are
fikefy not feasible. In section B the
department has offered

recommended mitigation options.

In Jackson County, the riparian setback for all
streams except the Rogue River is 50 feet
from the ordinary high water level; the
setback on the Rogue is 75 feet. As part of its
review process for land use actions, Jackson
County typically requires applicants to fill out
@ Riparian Landscape Plan showing how the
proposed project will mitigate for
unavoidable impacts to riparian areas. These
plans must be reviewed and approved by the
department before the County will accept
them. Planting measures should be the same
as section A,

If the Applicant is unable to ensure the

recc lations above, The D
recommends the 30-foot wide area centered
on the pipeline where no trees taller than 15
feet be allowed to grow; there will be a 20-
foot wide area which will be maintained in an
herb state that provides very limited
RMA function. The maintenance corridor will
alter the vegetation in riparian areas for the
life of the project and should require
mitigation. Pacific Connector should calculate

Oregon State Agency Consolidated Comments Append
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Use and Development Ordinance
{LUDO) requires the department
to complete an inspection for any
land use action that will affect
the Riparian Vegetation Corridor
Overlay §3.22.200 (50 feet from
high bank) and Significant
Wetlands Overlay §3.32.700 (50
feet). Other counties that the
pipeline passes through have
similar riparian vegetation-
related ordinances. The Douglas
County crdinance requires the
department to grant approval to
reduce the setback ar, if that is
not possible, there is an appeals
process through the county
planners.

C. Providing shade to streams is
a critically important function of
riparian areas, but there are
many other functions. Healthy
riparian areas contribute wood to
streams which create habitat for
fish and slow down stream flows
during storms, Plant roots held
the soil in place which helps to
prevent erosion. Riparian
wvegetation filters runoff reducing

the amount of permanent impact from this
loss of vegetation using the local riparian
setback ordinances and be required to
provide mitigation accordingly. Most riparian
habitats will be considered Habitat Category
2 or 3 under the department Habitat
Mitigation policy. In order to meet a "Net
Benefit” through habitat restoration, the
Department recommends the following:

E. Thinning as Mitigation: The
department recommends:
»  This treatment be used only on a very
limited basis if at all.
*  This type of treatment only be used
in subbasins where no stream or
| m reach of a
stream is considered 303d listed.

ctad

Additional Riparian Recommendations:
The department recommends revisiting
analysis and

discussion of the following specific
riparian impacts/mitigation components
of the 2009 project FEIS:

Revisit the sufficiency of the Compensatory
Mitigation Plan [CMP) to fully mitigate
project impacts. The CMP which was

the amount of sedi and
pollutants that enter the stream.
Many terrestrial wildlife species
rely on riparian vegetation for
food, shelter, and migration
corridors.

D. The department notes that
the PCGP project plan does not
adequately address riparian
impacts that will occur as a result
of this project. The applicant
states that they will replant
riparian areas to within 25 ft. of
streams, however, this fully fails
to meet the ecological function
measures of the RMA.

loped in close ltation with the
USF5 and other federal agencies and has
been considered by the applicant to be
sufficient to mitigate for impacts to federal
and private lands, The department does not
concur with the above conclusion.

*  The vast majority of proposed
mitigation will cccur on Federal lands
whereas impacts to habitats will
occur across Federal, State, and
private cwnerships creatingan
inequitable disparity between impact
site and mitigation site lacation.

According to the DEIS, a total of 90.7 acres of
wvarious types of riparian vegetation will be
removed within riparian zones on federal
property with additional acres on private
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The DEIS does not establish the
realistic importance of the RMA
and permanent loss or
conversion of vegetation in
riparian areas due to the pipeline
maintenance corridar,

E. Thinning as Mitigation: The
DEIS notes in TABLE 4.1.3,5-32
and other locations thinning of
the riparian forest as
mitigation. The department
recognizes that this treatment
will produce harvest revenue,
however, assuming that this
treatment is aimed at
producing greater growth
through reducing stock
densities, the department
considers this treatment
experimental and unlikely to
yield benefits for fishery
resources on mediurm and
small streams as:

= Due to existing stream
protection buffers on
federal lands most stands
timber near streams are
>60yrs. in age. Individual
trees in these stands largely
have attributes {sufficient
size and height) to provide
good-excellent LWD for
small streams and fair-good
for smaller medium sized
streams.

* A number of small
tributaries where
treatments are proposed
feed into larger tributaries
that are 303d listed for
temperature. If a particular

ownership that are within watersheds that
provide critical habitat for either Oregon
Coast [OC) and Southern Oregon/Northern
California Coast (SONCC) coho salmon. Most
of this habitat (70%) is on private land. The
CMP focuses on a late successional and mid-
seral forest subset within the lost riparian
vegetation habitat. Most of this habitat
{63%) is on private land. Yet, nearly the
entire menu of mitigation for these impacts
occurs on public land. Throughout project
reviews, the department has recommended
that mitigation occur on private lands where
it may not occur otherwise.

* The Department recommends further
consideration of mitigation options
on non-federal lands in order to
achieve mitigation site locations
commensurate to impact site
locations.

* The Department recommends that
mitigation proposals should be
expanded for impacts to fish species
in addition te late successional and
mid-seral forest riparian habitat
across the pipeline route including
the range of both OC and SONCC
coho salmon. The proposed project
would result in a loss of function of
other riparian habitat types due to a
lack of adequate proposed
mitigation,

The department recommends other priorities
for mitigation in addition to large wood.
These include, but are not limited to:
* Purchase of in-stream water rights
from willing sellers
* Protection of riparian habitat on
private land {purchases or easements
from willing sellers),
* Restoration of fish passage, and
& Restoration of riparian habitat such
as fencing and planting, non-native
vegetation control, etc, {multi-year
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stand is providing
maximum shading
overstocked and thinning
will reduce shading there
becomes a need for
discussion to determine
“Limiting Factors” for
salmonids by individual
watershed prior to thinning
treatment. Increasing
water temperature at time
zero in the context of
increasing LWD 100-200vyrs.
in the future fails to meet
ecological objectives.

* Thinning of overstocked
stands decreases tree
mortality, improves
growth rates, and
theoretically extends the
life expectancy of trees.
Overstocked stands have
more disease issues and
greater mortality, thus
contributing more snag
habitat and large wood to
streams in upcoming
years, while allowing
remaining trees to
continue to grow.

» There is as of yet no data
set documenting from
time zero through to 200-
300yrs. when it could be
determined if the original
treatment produced
greater guantity of large
wood for stream

projects) See Appendix B in this
document.

FERC's staff has previously recommended
that PCGP develop a stream mitigation plan.
The department has previously requested
this as well.

* The department recommends that
the applicant complete a stream,
riparian, wetland, and upland
mitigation plan for all impacts {on
federal and non-federal lands), which
is acceptable to state and federal
natural resource agencies and
approved by the department prior to
FERC authorization of this project.

5. The department notes that proposed
mitigation measures in the CMP are likely not
adequate. Each of these stream crossings will
need to be assessed during a site visit with a
department biclogist to assess project-
related impacts. These site visits will be used
to determine:

« The department anticipates that the
applicant will use all measures
available to determine fish
distribution, however, in the rare
instance that there remains
uncertainty concerning fish use of a
stream department staff will need to
assist with historic and present fish
presence/absence if unknown and
species expected to be present.

* Individual Habitat Categ: ion
under the department Habitat
Mitigation Palicy and to assist the
project proponents in determining
suitable mitigation to offset those

* The department strongly objects to
the Envirenmental Investigator (EI}

complexity. determining mitigation needs during
implementation as described in the
FERC Wetland and Waterbody
Construction and Mitigation
Oregon State Agency Consalidated Comments Appendi: A29
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Procedures. Site specific impacts will
need to be assessed at each stream
or river crossing to determine SA1-282
mitigation needs for each unique site Cont'd
based on the department Fish and
Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy
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SA1-283  The following document contains the State's comments on the
Applicant's Application for Site Certification; it is therefore, not a
comment on the FERC Draft EIS.
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SA1-284  The following document contains the State's comments on the
Applicant's Application for Site Certification; it is therefore, not a
comment on the FERC Draft EIS.
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SA1-285  The following document contains the State's comments on the
Applicant's Application for Site Certification; it is therefore, not a
comment on the FERC Draft EIS.
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= The following individual figures identified by their ic file name as provided.
o Figure 7.1-1_Soil_Map_of_the_Project_Site_11x17
o Figure_1.1-1_Project_Location_Map
o Figure_1.1-2_Plot_Plan_of_the_LNG_Terminal
o Figure_1.1-4_Plot_Plan_of_the_Marine_Facilities_11x17L
o Figure_1.1-5_Plot_Plan_of_Marine_Berth_11x17L
o Figure_1.3-1_Industrial_Wastewater_and_Water_Pipeline_Relocations_11x17L
o Figure_1.32_Truck_Haul_Hydraulic_Transport_Pipeline_Route
o Figure_1.10-1_USGS_Topo_Map
o Figure_1,10-2_Aerial_Photography_of Project_Site_11x17
o Figure_2.2-1_Wetland_Delineation_of_the_Project_Site_11x17L
o Figure_8.2-1_Existing_Land_Use_of_the_Project_Area

+ The following chapters of the DEIS - Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Conneclor Gas Pipeline Projedt,
dated Movember 2014 (FERC/EIS 0256D):
o Chapter 1 — Infroduction
Chapter 2 — Description of Proposed Action
o Chapter 3 = Alternatives
Chapter 4 — Envirenmental Analysis
Chapter 5 - Conclusi and R dati

o o0

13 Review Criteria

As requested, we performed our peer review of the GR and SS5HS included with the application to FERC to check
liance with the requi ts outlined in:

= 2010 Oregon Structural Specialty Code (0SSC),

=« Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and other Structures, prepared by the Amernican Society of Civil Engineers
{ASCE) 7-05, dated 2006, and

« Draft Seismic Design Guidelines and Data Submittal Requirements for LNG Facildies, prepared by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC/FERC Guidelines).

CGT reviewed these criteria documents in preparation for our geotechnical review of the proposed project. In our
opinicn, these criteria documents provide appropriate gectechnical guid. for the prop d LNG terminal project.

20 DEIS REVIEW & OVERALL GEOTECHNICAL OPINION

As documented in the DEIS, a number of gectechnical and gedlogic challenges are present at the proposed LNG
terminal site. The primary challenges revolve around the nearby Cascadia Fault and related seismic hazards
{tsunami, ground shaking, liquefaction, |ateral spread, etc.). The LNG project includes two primary portions: the
LNG Terminal that would be located at Jordan Cove in Coos County, Oregon, and the pipeline that would connect
the terminal to the proposed LNG facilities near Klamath Falls, Oregon. The terminal consists of two main areas:
the LNG tank and marine slip area, and a gas treatment facility and metering station. The gas treatment facility and
metering station would be located approximately 1 mile east of the tank and marine slip adjacent to the proposed
South Dunes Power Plant (SDPP). The two portions of the facility would be connected by a utility and access
cormidor.

Carlzon Geatechnical Page 20f12
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S e e et SA1-286  See the GeoEngineers Reports referenced in the DEIS:
Coos Courty Oregon GeoEngineers. 2007a. Final Report, Geotechnical Engineering
Services, Proposed Coos Bay Water Route, Coos Bay, Oregon.
21 Pipeline
Mo specific geotechnical information was provided in the DEIS for this portion of the proposed project. According to GeOEngineerS 2007b Channel M igration and Scour AnaIySiS
the informaticn provided in the DEIS, the pipeline route would include numerous river and stream crossings, and | _, . ifi i 1
several landslide areas would also be traversed. CGT recommends that the final EIS incorporate geotechnical and o Report' PaCIfIC ConneCtor Gas Plpel Ine’ L. P.
geclogical investigations addressing design and construction of the pipeline portion of the project. GeOEngineerS. 2009a- Addendum tO GeOlOgiC HaZﬁrdS Evaluation.
22 South Dunes Power Plant Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project, Southwest, Oregon.
We understand from Cardno that development of the South Dunes Power Plant portion of the project is undergeing H
the Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) review process, and that the hnical i igations submitted with GeOEngIneerS, Portland7 Oregon' ‘]anuary 16
the Application for Site Cerificate have been reviewed as part of that process. According to the DEIS, the gas - - - - o
treatment facility and metering station are to be located immediately adjacent to the SDPP. Mo specific | =a0-287 GEOEngmeerS- 2010 Sedlment CharaCterlzatlony PaCIfIC
hnical information was provided in the DEIS for this portion of the proposed project. CGT recommends that Connector Gas Pipeline Project, Haynes Inlet, Oregon, Corps No.
the final EIS incorporate ical and in ns g design and construction of the gas .
treatment facility, metering station, and other poticns of the project not addressed in the DEIS, NWP'2008'592 Flle NO. 16724'001'05, August 2, 2010 Prepared
23 LNG Terminal for Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, LP, by GeoEngineers, Inc.
The gectechnical information contained in the DEIS was focused on the LNG terminal portion of the project, with Portland, Oregon.
limited explorations and gectechnical information regarding the other portions of the project.  In cur opinion, the . R .
LMG terminal, as presented in the DEIS, GR, and SSSHS is geotechnically feasible and these documents have GeoEngIneerS. 2013a. GeolOgIC Hazard EVaIUatIOﬂ, PCGP
addressed the principal geotechnical considerations identified in the criteria decuments (Section 1.3). In our e -
opinien, these documents provide a professional-level and detailed assessment of various key geotechnical [, .. MOdlfled Blue Rldge 2013 ROUte' September 4
considerations for the LNG facility development. A number of individual items have been identified in the attached . . .
comments and r dati tables 3.0), which, in our opinion, require additional evaluation. GGOEnglneerS. 2013b GEOEnglneerS. 2013C Stl‘eam CI‘OSSIng
Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, we do not antici that additional will result 1 ic — i1 H 1
in changes to the gectechnical feasibility of the project or to the overall gectechnical findings and ions of the Risk AnaIySIS Pacific Conr_]eCIor Gas Plpe“ne' COOS’ D(_)u_glas’
DEIS. We anticipate the ded additional wil principally provide refinement to the analyses for Jackson, and Klamath Counties, Oregon. Prepared for: Williams
use in design and construction of the facity. Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, LP. May 29
3.0 GEOTECHNICAL PEER REVIEW - LNG TERMINAL AREA ) ' ) ) ) ) )
31 Overview GeoEngineers. 2013d. Stream Crossing Hyporheic Analysis.
The RRE serves principally as a summary and cover document for several key studies. These studies, ineluding PI’OVided as a Stand'alone dOCUment 3'J PA_DEQ'R29 in the Joint
the peer reviewed GR and SSSHES, are included as individual appendices. Each of these two documents was H H H
reviewed for compliance with the requirements of each of the three reference criteria listed in Section 1.3 above, Permlt Appl |Cat|0n DOCUment. May 29
It is evident in both peer-reviewed documents that additional studies and subsequent evaluations have been GeO.E.ngineerS' 2013f' Cl:]anl:]el Mlg-ratlon. and SCOUI’ AnaIySIS'
performed or are underuay. These adddional studies and subsequent evalustions have not been provided and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project. File No. 16724-001-08.
eir review is beyond the scope of this current assignment.
32 Review to OSSC & ASCE 7-05 Requiremonts Prepared by E.T. Barnett, J.M. Ambrose, and T. Hoyles. May 29.
Our review of the GR and SSSHS for compliance with OSSC cons that these studies addressed only a GeoEngineers. 2013h. Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD)
e ies iy haua bt comploied stomare for e o NG facity tat sach s Feasibility Study. Prepared for Williams Pacific Connector Gas
were not rnad.e availablg and were not the sutlje‘.i of this fe\ciew. ..‘\dditionally. we Wnsid.ered that the GR a_nd Pipe”ne’ LLC. Fi |e No. 16724-008-00. January 15.
SS5SHS work in concert in addressing the general investigation requirements of OSSC Section 1803. The sudies
Carison Coctechnical Page 30712 SA1-287 The_South Dunes Power Plant is a non-jurisdictional facility. See
Oregon State Agency Consalidated Comments Appendix AGid section 2.2.2.

SA1-288 See the response to comment SA1-286. Also, most private
landowners have not permitted the applicant to survey their land;
therefore, not all studies could be completed at this time.
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were locked at individually only with respect to the specific reporting requi ts of OSSC i 18036 and
1803.7, respectively.

Since the majority of the relevant seismic requirements provided in ASCE 7-05 are incorporated into the ©SSC, the
OSSC review should be considered to address both OSSC and ASCE criteria unless noted otherwise,

As we performed our review, we stepped through the individual OSSC requirements, principally those idertified in
Section 1803. Only items which did not, in our opinion, meet a particular aspect of the OSSC requirement were
noted. With regard to conformance, if a particular OSSC requirement was met, no notation was made, The issues
identified by our review and our qated dati are p ted in Table 1, which is attached. Table 1
presents the results sequentially according to the relevant OSSC section. A keyword or phrase was associated
with each item and, where possible, the relevant section(s) of the GR andlor SSSHS were identified. Each item
listed includes a description of the issue and provides our related recommendation(s).

As requested, our peer review was for compliance with the 2010 OSSC, which has been superseded by the 2014
OSSC. The 2014 OSSC includes revisions to seismic design requirements and references newer (2008} seismic
data from the United States Geoclogical Survey (USGS). CGT recommends that the GR and SS5HS be updated to
address the requirements of the most current building code (at the time of final submission); however, it should be
noted that determination of applicable building code rests with the jurisdiction(s).

33 Review to FERC Guidelines (FERC / FERC Guideline)

The GR and SSSHS d ts were d individually against the pertinent FERC Guideline sections based
on its more detailed and extensive requirements for each report.  Additionally, b the FERC Guideli
address the entire facility, including areas beyond the LNG tanks. these reports were reviewed in light of the entire
LNG facility. CGT recognizes that the GR and SSSHS address only limited porions of the larger LNG facility,
Accordingly, the items identified by our review frequently reference additional studies and subsequent analysis not
available to us, the review of which was beyond our current assignment.

As we performed our review, we looked first at the specific FERC requirements for each of the individual
documents. These spedific requi ts were included in FERC Appendix A and B for the GR and SSSHS,
respectively. We stepped through the individual requirements and only noted tems which did not, in cur opinion,
meet a particular aspect of the FERC requirements. After review of the GR and SSSHS to the requirements
provided in the FERC Appendices, we reviewed FERC Parts | and |l to address any unique additional requirements
identified therein,

With regard to conformance, if a particular FERC requirement was met, no notation was made. The issues
identified by our review and our i reco ions are | in the attached Table 2 for the GR and
Table 3 for the SSSHS. Each table generally presents the results sequentially according to the relevant FERC
section. A keyword or phrase was associated with each item and, where possible, the relevant sectionis) of the GR
andlor SSSHS were identified. Each item listed includes a description of the issue and provides our related
recommendation(s).

Carlzon Geatechnical Page 4 of 12
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